
DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site
Town of Hempstead
Nassau County, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Pasley Solvents and
Chemical Site (Site), which was chosen in accordance with the requirements of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision
document summarizes the factual and legal basis for selecting the remedy for this Site.

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) concurs with the
selected remedy. A letter of concurrence from NYSDEC is appended to this document.

The information supporting this remedial action decision is contained in the administrative
record for this Site, an index of which is attached as Appendix 5.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent
and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY

The remedy presented in this document addresses the treatment of soils and the ground water
at the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

• Treatment of approximately thirteen thousand (13,000) cubic yards of
contaminated soil by soil vacuuming and/or by soil flushing;

• Disposal of treatment residuals at a RCRA Subtitle C facility;
Q

Remediation of the ground water by extraction/metals precipitation/air stripping o
with vapor phase granular activated carbon/GAC polishing/recharge;
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• Pumping of contaminated ground water from three extraction wells at combined
flow rate of approximately 450 gpm. The actual pumping rate will be determined
during the Remedial Design;

• Implementation of a long-term monitoring program to track the migration and
concentrations of the contaminants of concern; and

• Implementation of a system monitoring program that includes the collection and
analysis of the influent and effluent from the treatment systems and periodic
collection of well-head samples.

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

This selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal
and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable for this Site. Because treatment is being used
to address the principal threats at the Site, this remedy satisfies the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element of the remedy.

Due to the existence of an upgradient source of contamination, the selected ground water
remedy, by itself, will not meet chemical-specific ARARs nor be capable of restoring the area
ground water to applicable ground water quality standards until these upgradient source areas
are removed.

As the remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site above health-based levels,
a review will be conducted within five (5) years after commencement of the remedial action, and
every five years thereafter, to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection
of human health and the environment.

nstantine Sidamon-Eristoff
Regional Administrator
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I. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site (Site) is located at 556 Commercial Avenue, Town of
Hempstead, Nassau County, New York. The Site lies between the borders of the political
subdivisions of the Village of Garden City and Uniondale, in the Town of Hempstead (see
Figure 1). The immediate area has light industrial and commercial properties; residential
communities are located within 1/4 mile of the Site. The Site measures 75' by 275', and is
fenced on the north, east and south. A building and loading platform border the Site to the
west (see Figure 2).

According to the Town of Hempstead's Public Information Division, the population of the Town
of Hempstead is approximately 735,000. The predominant form of land use in the vicinity is
industrial with the nearest off-site building adjacent to the Site. It is estimated that 75 homes
are located within a 1/4 mile radius of the Site and 1,800 homes within one mile of the Site.
The only source of drinking water for residences in the Town of Hempstead is ground water.
All public water supply wells in the Site area draw water from the deeper aquifer, the Magothy
Aquifer. Four public water supply well fields are located within approximately 2 miles of the
Site.

There are no surface water bodies or wetlands within the vicinity of the Site. There is no
designated New York State Significant Habitat, agricultural land, historic or landmark site
directly or potentially affected. There are no endangered species or critical habitats within close
proximity to the Site.

II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

A. Site History

The Site is a former tank farm used for the storage of oils, solvents and chemicals. From 1969
to 1982 the Site was occupied by Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Company (Pasley) and was
used as a chemical distribution facility. The principal activity at the Site included the delivery
of various chemicals to the Site, storage of chemicals in the tanks located there and eventual
transfer of the chemicals to 55-gallon drums for delivery to customers. These chemicals
reportedly included a wide range of aromatic and halogenated aliphatic hydrocarbons, various
solvents, ketones and alcohols. Pasley also operated as a "scavenger" that transported waste
and sludge, containing hazardous substances that may have been transported to the Site. The
Site is owned by Commander Oil Corporation (Commander). Prior to 1969, the Site was
occupied by Commander, which distributed fuel oils.

In response to Pasley's request for a New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) permit to store and remove chemicals, the Nassau County Department
of Health (NCDH) conducted a preliminary site inspection in 1980 and collected soil samples ;
from the area beneath the above-ground storage tanks at depths ranging from six to 36 inches.
The soil collected was contaminated with halogenated and non-halogenated hydrocarbons
including trichloroethene (TCE), tetrachloroethene (PCE), 1,1,1-trichloroethane, xylene and

o
o
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toluene. These chemicals were being stored on-site at the time. NCDH then referred the Site
to NYSDEC. NCDH and NYSDEC recommended that Pasley submit a plan for a Phase I and
Phase II remedial investigation and a cleanup plan.

Lakeland Engineering of Port Washington (Lakeland), New York was hired by Pasley to perform
a limited well drilling and ground water sampling program. In August 1981, Lakeland, through
its subcontractor, Slack Well Drilling Company installed five (5) on-site monitoring wells. One
additional monitoring well was installed off-site. Ground water samples were collected and
samples from wells 2, 5, and 6 were analyzed by the NCDH as well as by Lakeland.
Contaminants including methylene chloride, PCE, benzene, toluene and xylene were detected
at levels exceeding State Drinking Water Standards.

A comparison of the two sets of data from NCDH and Lakeland showed widely divergent
results. In February, 1982 Commander was notified by NCDH that the site investigation would
continue. In May 1982, Pasley operations ceased when the company filed for bankruptcy.

NYSDEC and NCDH were unsuccessful in their efforts to persuade Commander and Pasley
to do additional work at the Site. In 1983, NYSDEC issued a Notice of Hearing and Complaint
alleging violations of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law, Articles 17, 27 and
71.

On June 10,1986, the Site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). NYSDEC was the
lead agency until January 1987. Then, with NYSDEC's concurrence, EPA assumed
responsibility for the cleanup of the Site.

B. History of Surrounding Sites

Two major ground water contamination sites are adjacent to the Site. One is Roosevelt Field,
a former airfield that is now a large shopping mall. The Roosevelt Field site was extensively
studied by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) from 1982 to 1984. As a result of this
study, the USGS identified three volatile organic ground water contamination plumes. Two of
the contamination plumes exist in the Upper Glacial aquifer, and the third is present in both the
Upper Glacial aquifer and the Magothy Formation. The plumes were reported in 1986 to
extend at least 1,000 feet to the south-southwest of Roosevelt Field, and within 400 feet of the
Pasley Site. The report states that the ground water in the Upper Glacial aquifer flows at
approximately 1 ft./day. At that rate, it is likely that the plume is responsible for the
contamination detected in the upgradient Pasley well cluster. The Roosevelt Field Site was £
listed as a Class II site on the New York State Registry in July 1991. ^

The Purex/Mitchell Field Transit Facility site (Purex) is the second major ground water o
contamination site in the area and is approximately 800 feet east of the Site. An investigation
conducted by Camp, Dresser and McKee in 1984 showed that contaminants in the upper r
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Magothy aquifer associated with the Purex Site include: PCE; TCE; 1,1-dichloroethene; and
methylene chloride. The ground water contamination from this site is currently being
remediated by the Purex company pursuant to a New York State Consent Order.

C. Enforcement

EPA identified two potentially responsible parties (PRP's) as owners and/or operators. Special
notice letters informing the PRPs of their potential liabilities were mailed on February 12,1988
to Commander and Pasley for conducting a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) for the Site. Several negotiations were held to discuss technical and legal issues
relating to the Administrative Order on Consent (AO) for the conduct of the RI/FS.

On August 19,1988, EPA entered into an AO, Index NO. II- CERCLA-80212, with Commander.
The AO required Commander to perform an RI/FS to determine the nature and extent of
contamination at the Site and to remove the 12 above-ground tanks that were located on-site.
Pasley declined to participate in the settlement.

The tank farm removal was completed in November of 1988 by ABC Demolition and was
supervised by EA Engineering, a former consultant of Commander. Metcalf & Eddy, Inc.
performed the RI/FS for Commander. The Rl Report was approved by EPA in November,
1991. The revised FS Report was submitted to EPA February, 1992.

In February, 1992 EPA sent information request letters regarding generation of wastes found
at the Site to 20 parties.

III. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The RI/FS Reports and the Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public for comment
on February 14, 1992. These two documents were made available at two information
repositories maintained at the EPA Region II Office in New York City and the Nassau Library
System. The notice of availability for these documents was published in Newsday on February
14, 1992. A public comment period on the documents was held from February 14, 1992
through March 15, 1992. In addition, a public meeting was held on March 5, 1992. At this
meeting, representatives from EPA answered questions about problems at the Site and the
remedial alternatives under consideration. Responses to the comments and questions are
included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is attached as Appendix 4.

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION—————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— ——

The objective of this remedy is to address the source of contamination at the Site, the
contamination in the surface soils, and ground water contamination attributable to the Site. The
selected remedy will treat ground water until the influent contaminant concentrations at the
extraction wells equal the upgradient concentrations. For the soil remediation alternative, the
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contaminated soil will be treated until the recommended soil cleanup objectives as outlined in
Table 13 are met or until no more VOCs can be effectively removed from the unsaturated zone.

Contamination upgradient of the Site is suspected to be contributing to the ground water
contamination at the Site. The Roosevelt Field site, which is one of the major suspected
sources of contamination detected in the Pasley upgradient Glacial aquifer ground water well,
was listed as a Class II site on the New York State Registry in July 1991. The ERA and
NYSDEC will ensure that any sources contributing to contamination at the Site are addressed.
In addition, during the remedial design process, ERA and NYSDEC will also ensure that the
effectiveness of the Pasley remediation is not influenced by the ground water recovery system
at the adjacent Purex Site.

V. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

A. Site Geology and Hvdroloav

Based on soil borings performed during the field investigation, borings for the 30 foot
monitoring wells and borings for the 60 foot monitoring wells, revealed only unconsolidated
sands and gravels with some silty material at depth. The unconsolidated sediments
encountered to a depth of 60 feet belong to the upper Pleistocene undifferentiated glacial
outwash deposits or Upper Glacial aquifer. All of the 90 foot wells were screened in the upper
portion of the Magothy aquifer (Upper Cretaceous). The Magothy formation consists of fine
sand often containing thin, discontinuous layers of silt and clay. The thickness of the Magothy
aquifer is estimated at 400 to 500 feet in the Pasley study area. The Upper Glacial aquifer
overlies the Magothy aquifer and the two may act as distinct aquifers, or as one, depending
upon the degree of hydraulic connection between the two. It is also reported that there is a
downward ground water flow direction from the Glacial aquifer to the Magothy aquifer. This
downward flow was not always evident throughout the Site. However, in the Site area, it is
believed that the two are hydraulically connected. Ground water flows in the Upper Glacial
aquifer in a southwesterly direction. The ground water in the Upper Magothy aquifer has a
more southerly flow direction than in the Glacial aquifer.

B. Nature and Extent of Contamination

1. Ground Water

Eighteen monitoring wells were installed to evaluate ground water conditions. The monitoring
wells were clustered in six locations (three wells each, screened at depths of 30, 60, and 90 ;o
feet). The ground water quality of the aquifer underlying the Site, downgradient and upgradient £
of the Site was assessed by two rounds of water quality sampling in 1990 and a third round
of partial sampling in 1991. The on-site shallow ground water monitoring well (MW-2S) o
indicated highest contamination as compared to the other seventeen monitoring wells.
Tables 1 through 3 present the results of the three rounds of ground water sampling. As -
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Tables 1 through 3 present the results of the three rounds of ground water sampling. As
shown in these Tables, the most prevalent Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) was trans -1,2-
dichloroethene at a maximum concentration of 37,000 parts per billion (ppb).

A contaminant plume could not be defined by plotting the Total Volatile Organic Compounds
(TVOC) associated with the Site study area. This was due in part to the fact that contamination
was detected entering the Site at the upgradient well cluster, MW-1 (Figure 3). Therefore, a
group of VOCs which were found at the Site but which were not detected in upgradient well
cluster well MW-1 were chosen to define the plume associated with the Site.

The total volatile organic index compounds (TVOIC) chosen to define the plume for the Site are
the following: chloroform, 1,1 dichloroethene, 1,1 dichloroethane, trans - 1,2-dichloroethene,
1,1,1 trichloroethane, ethylbenzene, toluene, chlorobenzene, and xylene. The TVOIC
compounds were found to contribute a major part (88%) of the contamination found in the
monitoring well cluster located on-site (MW-2). However, the use of TVOIC does not imply that
non-index compounds (TCE, PCE) are absent from the Site.

Through the use of the index compounds, a well defined contaminant plume could be identified
for the Site. Figures 4 through 6 display the plume detected based on the data collected.

Figure 4 is a map of the TVOIC plume for the 20 to 30 foot depth in the Upper Glacial aquifer.
It appears that the contaminant plume extends approximately 400 feet to the southwest, parallel
to the ground water flow direction and the contaminant plume is approximately 390 feet wide.
The maximum level of TVOC contamination detected was 37,000 ppb for trans - 1,2,
dichloroethene, 370 times the Federal MCL TCE, although not part of the TVOIC plume, was
also detected at a maximum concentration of 320 ppb, 64 times the federal MCL.

Figure 5 is a map of the TVOIC plume for the 50 to 60 foot depth in the Lower Glacial aquifer.
The area! extent of the plume at this depth was found to be much smaller, and centered on
MW-4I, directly downgradient of the Site. The maximum level of TVOIC contamination in this
portion of the plume was 15 ppb for trans-1,2, dichloroethene. TCE was also detected at 15
ppb.

Figure 6 is a map of the TVOIC contamination plume for the 80 to 90 foot depth in the Upper
Magothy aquifer, directly downgradient of the Site. No TVOIC contamination was found directly
downgradient or on-site. However, 13 ppb of a TVOIC (trans-1,2, dichloroethene) was found
at the eastern edge of the study area at monitoring wells MW-3D and MW-5D. This
contamination did not appear to result from the Site and did not follow the south southwesterly
direction of ground water flow from the Site.

Samples collected from upgradient off-site monitoring wells showed a maximum level of 27 ppb
of PCE (monitoring well location MW-1 S) and 15 ppb for TCE (monitoring well location MW-1 D).
Benzene was also detected at a maximum level of 38 ppb (monitoring well location MW-11).
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Semi-volatile compounds were detected at low levels in the ground water. The only metal
detected above the MCL was chromium at 255 ppb.

2. Soils

Fifty (50) surface soil grab samples were collected and analyzed for volatile organic
compounds. These samples were collected from an approximate 30 foot grid pattern at a
depth of 6 to 12 inches below grade. Samples were then collected and composited for metals
and semi-volatile organic analyses. Each composite sample consisted of soil from five adjacent
discrete sample locations. Figure 7 illustrates surface soil sampling locations. There were eight
VOCs that appeared at high concentrations in the surface soil that were also detected in the
ground water. These were trans-1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane,TCE, PCE, toluene,
xylenes, ethylbenzene and chloroform.

Data from the surface soil samples revealed elevated levels of VOCs originating from three
primary locations. The concentrations of TVOCs, primarily PCE and trans-1,2-dichloroethene,
were detected in concentrations of 1,000 ppb up to concentrations of 603,000 ppb. Additionally,
total semi-volatile organic compounds were detected in composite samples collected from ten
locations. The highest concentrations of total semi-volatiles were detected in composite
samples 8 and 9 (204,000 ppb and 126,500 ppb, respectively) collected on the eastern edge
of the Site. The results of the analyses for the soil samples collected are presented in Table
4.

Subsurface samples were also collected from eight locations on-site and five locations off-site.
On-site, two samples were collected from each of eight borings at depths of 12 to 14 feet and

23 to 25 feet (or the first two feet below the water table). A total of sixteen samples were
collected. These boring locations are identified on Figure 8. Boring BH-8 was subsequently
converted into a 90 foot deep monitoring well (MW-2D).

Table 5 contains the results of the on-site subsurface soil samples. Elevated levels of total
VOCs (greater than 1,000 ppb) were detected in six of the sixteen samples. Table 6 identifies
the boring number, depth, primary contaminant detected and total VOC concentrations.

9

Analytical results for semi-volatile compounds indicated that two of the eight samples collected
at the 12 to 14 foot depth exhibited elevated total semi-volatile concentrations (12,500 ppb at
BH-2A, and 18,000 ppb at BH-3A). There was only one location (BH-7B) that exhibited a total
semi-volatile concentration greater than 10,000 ppb (12,710 ppb) at the 23 to 25 feet depth.
This data suggest limited downward migration of semi-volatile compounds. The ground water
data supports this. MW-2S (the 30 foot shallow well) exhibited 380,000 ppb of total semi-
volatile compounds but MW-2I (the 60 foot intermediate well) and MW-2D (the 90 foot well) did
not exhibit any semi-volatile contamination. o

o
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The levels of metals in the subsurface on-site samples were within the common range for soil
and were not significantly different from the off-site results.

VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

EPA conducted a Risk Assessment of the "no-action" alternative to evaluate the potential risk
to human health and the environment associated with the current conditions. The Risk
Assessment began by selecting chemicals of concern that would be representative of site risks.
These chemicals were identified based on factors such as potential for exposure to receptors,
toxicity, concentration and frequency of occurrence. Table 7 summarizes the chemical of
potential concern selected for each sampled media at the Site. The frequency of detection and
concentration range for the contaminants of concern are referenced in Table 8 .

EPA's Risk Assessment identified several potential exposure pathways by which the public may
be exposed to contaminants released from the Pasley site under current and future land-use
scenarios. The actual and potential pathways and population potentially affected are shown in
Table 9 .

Since access is restricted to the public and the Site is covered by gravel, it is not considered
likely that direct contact with the contaminated soil would occur. Therefore, the only complete
exposure pathway under current land use conditions is inhalation exposure to chemicals that
volatilize from the soil. The reasonable maximum exposure was evaluated. The following
pathways were selected for evaluation under the future land use conditions:

• direct contact and incidental ingestion exposure with chemicals present in surface soils,

• ingestion exposures to chemicals present in ground water,

• ingestion and inhalation exposures during home use to chemicals present in ground
water, and

• inhalation exposures to chemicals that have volatilized from surface soils.
9

The potentially exposed populations in all cases were the residents (adult and children) of the
neighborhood surrounding the Site and future workers on-site.

Under current EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic (cancer causing) and non-
carcinogenic effects due to exposure to site chemicals are considered separately. It was
assumed that the toxic effects of the site-related chemicals would be additive. Thus,
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks associated with exposures to individual compounds
of concern were added to indicate the potential risks associated with mixtures of potential
carcinogens and non-carcinogens, respectively.

oo
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Non-carcinogenic risks were assessed using a hazard index (HI) approach, based on a
comparison of expected contaminant intakes and safe levels of intake, or Reference Doses
(RfDs). RfDs have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health
effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of mg/kg-day, are estimates of daily exposure
levels for humans which are thought to be safe over a lifetime (including sensitive individuals).
Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental media (e.g., the amount of a chemical
ingested from contaminated drinking water) are compared with the RfD to derive the hazard
quotient for the contaminant in the particular medium. The HI is obtained by adding the hazard
quotients for all compounds across all media that impact a common receptor.

An HI greater than 1 indicates that the potential exists for non-carcinogenic health effects to
occur as a result of site-related exposures. The HI provides a useful reference point for
gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single medium
or across media. The RfDs for the chemicals of potential concern at the Pasley site are
presented in Table 10.

A summary of the non-carcinogenic risks associated with the chemicals of potential concern
across various exposure pathways is found in Table 11. It can be seen from Table 11 that the
greatest non-carcinogenic risk from the Site is associated with ingestion of on-site Upper Glacial
aquifer water by on-site workers. The noncarcinogenic effects, exceed 1.0 due primarily to
chromium and TCE. The hazard index for soil was calculated to be less than 1.0.

Potential carcinogenic risks were evaluated using the cancer slope factors (Sfs) developed by
EPA for the chemicals of potential concern. Sfs have been developed by EPA's Carcinogenic
Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor (CRAVE) for estimating excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals. Sfs, which are expressed in
units of (mg/kg-day)"1, are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in
mg/kg-day, to generate an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated
with exposure to the compound at that intake level. The term "upper bound" reflects the
conservative estimate of the risks calculated from the SF. Use of this approach makes the
underestimation of the risk highly unlikely. The SF for each indicator chemical is presented in
Table 8.

*

For known or suspected carcinogens, EPA considers excess upper bound individual lifetime
cancer risks of between 10"4 to 10"6 to be acceptable. This level indicates that an individual has
not greater than a one in ten thousand to one in a million chance of developing cancer as a
result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year period under specific exposure
conditions at the Site. The total cancer risks at the Pasley Site are outlined in Table 9. The
total cancer risk for on-site occupants is 4 xlO"4, based on ingesting untreated ground water ^
from the Upper Glacial aquifer in the vicinity of the Site The total cancer risk for children is 9 £
xlO"4 in the vicinity of the Site, based on ingesting untreated ground water from the Upper
Glacial aquifer. o

o
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The cumulative upperbound risks at the Site for on-site occupants under a future potential land
use scenario associated with ground water is 9 xlO*4' which exceed EPA's risk criteria. In
addition, MCLs are currently exceeded for several hazardous substance in ground water.
Although the risk posed by the soils are within EPA's acceptable risk criteria, contaminants in
the soils, if not addressed, will likely continue to contribute to further contamination of the
ground water at the Site.

UNCERTAINTIES

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in all such assessments,
are subject to a wide variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sources of uncertainty
include:

- environmental chemistry sampling and analysis
- environmental parameter measurement
- fate and transport modeling
- exposure parameter estimation
- toxicological data

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the potentially uneven distribution of
chemicals in the media sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to the actual
levels present. Environmental chemistry analysis error can stem from several sources including
the errors inherent in the analytical methods and characteristics of the matrix being sampled.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates of how often an individual
would actually come in contact with the chemicals of potential concern, the period of time over
which such exposure would occur, and in the models used, to estimate the concentrations of
the chemicals of potential concern at the point of exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from animals to humans and from
high to low doses of exposure, as well as from the difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a
mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are addressed by making conservative assumptions
concerning risk and exposure parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, the Risk
Assessment provides upper bound estimates of the risk to populations near the site.

A specific uncertainty inherent in the Site risk assessment is that the methodology used to
calculate the site risks are site-wide averages, which give a clear overall understanding of site
risks. However, as previously stated, EPA has taken into account the sensitivity of the on-site
and neighboring populations and has determined that the target risk for the site should be on 5
the order of 10"6. M

o
Therefore, actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not £
addressed by the selected alternative or one of the other remedial measures considered, may
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present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health, welfare, and the
environment. More specific information concerning public health risks, including a quantitative
evaluation of the degree of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is presented in the
Risk Assessment which can be found in the Administrative Record.

VII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Two media-specific remedial actions are required to protect human health and the environment
because of the nature of the contamination at the Site. They are numbered to correspond
with their presentation in the FS report. On-site soil has been determined to be a source of
contamination. Contaminants were found to move from the unsaturated soil to the ground
water. Once in the ground water, the contaminants, under the influence of the ground water
gradient, migrate from the Site to potential receptors.

Specific remedial action objectives for this Site include:

Ground water - Restoration of ground water quality to its intended use (Class lib and GA-
potential of drinking water) by reducing contaminant levels below State and Federal drinking
water standards where possible (see Table 12). In the case where upgradient concentrations
prohibit such restoration for a particular compound, the contaminant level will be reduced to
the upgradient level.

Soil - In order for the soil not to be a contributor to ground water contamination, the degree
to which the contaminants have to be reduced is different for each component (see Table 13).
For VOCs (components of interest, trans-1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, TCE, PCE,
toluene and, xylenes), the contaminated soil will be treated until the recommended soil cleanup
objectives are met or until no more VOCs can be effectively removed from the unsaturated
zone. For the semi- volatile compounds of interest, the contaminants di-n-butyl phthalate,
naphthalene, bis-(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate and floranthene have to be reduced below 50 ppm.

The time to implement refers only to the actual construction and remedial action (time to
achieve clean up) time and excludes the time needed to design the remedy, procure contracts,
and negotiate with the PRPs, all of which can take 15-30 months.
The alternatives identified for both soil and ground water are presented below:

Soil Remediation Alternatives:

Alternative 1: No Action

CERCLA requires EPA to consider the "No Action" alternative at every Superfund site to provid
a baseline of comparison among alternatives. Under this alternative, the contaminated soi i>
would be left in place without treatment. A long-term monitoring program would be
implemented to track the migration of contaminants from the soil into the ground water. In c
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accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA, remedial actions that leave hazardous substances
above health-based levels at a site are to be reviewed at least once every five years to assure
that the action is protective of human health and the environment. Accordingly, the no action
alternative would have to be reviewed by EPA at least once every five years.

Capital cost: $0
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $7,000
30-year Present
Worth: $66,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 2 Months
Remedial Action: 30 years

Alternative 2- Excavation with Off-site Disposal

This alternative involves the excavation and off-site disposal of the contaminated soil from the
eastern and western portions of the Site.

*

The soil excavation would extend to a depth of 2 feet on the eastern section of the Site, and
to a depth of 20 feet on the western portion of the Site, where the soils are highly
contaminated. Approximately 10,083 cubic yards of soil contaminated with volatile organic and
semi-volatile organic compounds would be excavated and the excavated soil would then be
disposed of off-site at a RCRA-permitted landfill.

However, the soil will be tested using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP),
to determine if treatment is necessary prior to disposal to insure that RCRA land disposal
restrictions are met. The Land Disposal Restrictions set treatment standards which are based
on the best demonstrated available technology (BOAT) for treatment of a given waste. In the
case of VOCs in soil, the BOAT treatment method is generally incineration. If incineration is
necessary to meet the Land Disposal Restriction's, a dry ash material would be produced
which may require further RCRA-permitted disposal to protect the environment. This
alternative would then be essentially equivalent to Alternative 3. The actual quantity of soil
requiring treatment would be refined during the remedial design.

Capital cost: $8,675,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $0
Present Worth: $8,675,000 5

i—•
Time to Implement: 1-2 Months 0

o
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Alternative 3- Excavation with Off-site Incineration

This alternative involves the same excavation of contaminated soil as described in Alternative
2. However, the excavated soil would be transported to an off-site facility for incineration. This
alternative produces a dry ash material high in metals that would require further
RCRA-permitted disposal to protect the environment.

Capital cost: $43,970,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $0
Present Worth: $43,970,000

Time to Implement: 1-2 Months

Alternative 4- Excavation with Solidification/Stabilization

This alternative involves the same excavation of contaminated soil described in Alternatives 2
and 3. However, instead of transporting the soil off-site for treatment/disposal, the
solidification/ stabilization process would involve construction of a treatment facility on-site.

The process would involve mixing of the excavated contaminated soils with a solidifying matrix
to bind chemically the contaminants to form a "soil concrete." A solidifying matrix might include
the use of lime, fly ash or cement to bind the contaminants in a solid block of treated soil.
After the soils have been mixed with the solidification matrix, the resulting concrete-like
substance would be placed back on the Site for hardening and final compaction.

Before the treatment technology is applied to the area, a treatability study would be performed
on the soil to determine the effectiveness of different binders and to obtain additional
information required for the development of preliminary design considerations.

Capital cost: $2,108,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $0
Present Worth: $2,108,000

Time to Implement: 6 - 8 Months

Alternative 5- Soil Flushing
-n

This alternative would work in conjunction with the selected ground water remedial alternative. ^
This alternative entails installation of an infiltration system to effect soil flushing for removing the
VOCs and semi-volatile organics from the soil. This process would involve injection of water o
or an aqueous solution into the area of soil contamination utilizing infiltration trenches. The *"
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injected water would flush the soil contamination into the ground water. The contaminated
ground water would be pumped to the surface, treated and recharged to continue the process.

The infiltration trench system would consist of 3 excavated trenches approximately 2 feet in
depth backfilled with a coarse stone aggregate. The treated water from the ground water
treatment system would be distributed through the gravel trenches by a 4 inch PVC perforated
pipe. The 3 trenches would transverse the length of the site and have 20 foot spacing between
each trench. The aggregate fill material for the infiltration trenches would be completely
surrounded with filter fabric to prevent soil movement into the aggregate. An observation well
would be installed in each infiltration trench.

The organic contaminants in the soil at the Site have high solubilities in water and are therefore
expected to be flushed from the soil using treated ground water as the washing agent.

Capital cost: $137,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $15,000
Present Worth: $185,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 6 Months
Remedial Action: 4 Years

Alternative 6- Soil Vacuuming

Soil vacuuming would involve the installation of vents in the contaminated unsaturated soil
zone. A vacuum would be applied through these vents to volatilize and extract organic
compounds from the soil. The organic vapors would be drawn into a collection system where
they would be removed through an activated carbon off-gas treatment system.
Circulation of air through the soil also would enhance the biodegradation of semi-volatiles in
the unsaturated zone.

A small amount of liquid condensa'te would be generated during the vapor extraction process.
With an on-site ground water treatment alternative operating in conjunction with ground water
remediation, the condensate may be treated on-site at minimal cost. Off-site disposal of
condensate would be necessary if this alternative was implemented before a ground water
treatment system was constructed.

j>
Under this alternative approximately thirteen thousand (13,000) cubic yards of contaminated ^
soil would be treated until no more VOCs can be effectively removed from the unsaturated c
vadose zone. 2
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Subsurface soil sampling would be required to monitor the progress of the soil vapor extraction
process.

Capital cost: $882,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $664,000
Present Worth: $1,562,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 6 Months
Remedial Action: 2 Years

Alternative 7- Soil Vacuuming and Soil Flushing

This alternative combines Alternatives 5 and 6. The soil flushing technology would remove
most volatile and semi-volatile compounds but may not be as effective in removing a group of
volatile compounds known as monocyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. Soil vacuuming, however,
would perform well in removing monocylic and aliphatic hydrocarbons but may not be as
effective for semi-volatile compounds. However, it should be noted that the circulation of air
through the soil as part of the vacuuming procedure would enhance the biodegradation of the
semi-volatiles in the soil.

Under this alternative, soil vacuuming would be performed initially to remove the volatile and
semi-volatile compounds . A soil sampling and analysis program would then be implemented
to evaluate the success of the soil vacuuming. Soil flushing, used to flush any remaining
water-soluble contaminants from the soil, would be performed after soil vacuuming to achieve
soil cleanup goals. However, if it is found after the soil vacuuming that concentrations of semi-
volatile compounds are decreasing in the soil and are not impacting ground water, the soil
flushing technique may be abandoned. Periodic subsurface soil sampling and analysis would
be required to monitor the progress of both processes.

Capital cost: $921,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $407,000
Present Worth: $1,649,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 1 Year -o
Remedial Action: 6 Years ^

oo
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Ground Water Treatment Alternatives:

All of the remedial ground water alternatives, except the No Action alternative, involve
extraction, treatment and recharge of the treated water to the ground water. The contaminated
ground water is recovered using extraction wells at the downgradient end of the contaminant
plume. The extracted ground water is treated and returned to the aquifer via a series of
recharge wells located upgradient of the contaminant plume and/or infiltration trenches located
in the area of soil contamination.

Recent studies have indicated that pumping and treatment technologies may contain
uncertainties in achieving the ppb concentrations required under ARARs over a reasonable
period of time. However, these studies also indicate significant decreases in contaminant
concentrations early in the system implementation, followed by a leveling out. For these
reasons, the selected ground water treatment alternative stipulates contingency measures,
whereby the groundwater extraction and treatment system's performance will be monitored on
a regular basis and adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected during operation.
Modifications may include any or all of the following:

a) at individual wells where cleanup goals have been attained, pumping may be
discontinued;

b) alternating pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation points;

c) pulse pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow adsorbed contaminants
to partition into groundwater; and

d) installation of additional extraction wells to facilitate or accelerate cleanup of the
contaminant plume.

If it is determined, on the basis of the preceding criteria and the system performance data, that
certain portions of the aquifer cannot be restored to their beneficial use in a reasonable time
frame, all or some of the following measures involving long-term management may occur, for
an indefinite period of time, as a modification of the existing system:

a) engineering controls such as physical barriers, source control measures, or long-
term gradient control provided by low level pumping, as containment measures;

b) chemical-specific ARARs may be waived for the cleanup of those portions of the T>
aquifer based on the technical impracticability of achieving further contaminant ^
reduction; 0

c
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c) institutional controls, in the form of local zoning ordinances, may be
recommended to be implemented and maintained to restrict access to those
portions of the aquifer which remain above remediation goals;

d) continued monitoring of specified wells; and

e) periodic reevaluation of remedial technologies for groundwater restoration.

The decision to invoke any or all of these measures may be made during a periodic review of
the remedial action, which will occur at intervals of no less often than every five years.

Alternative 1- No Action

CERCLA, as amended, requires that the "no-action" alternative be considered at every site.
Under this alternative, no remediation measures would be implemented at this time. This
alternative allows for natural attenuation of the contaminants and includes institutional controls
and monitoring. This alternative also would include restrictions on future ground water use
and a pubic awareness program.

Periodic ground water sampling and analysis would be required to monitor the progress of
natural attenuation. In effect, this no action alternative is essentially equivalent to the no action
alternative under the soil remediation alternative section of this ROD.

Capital cost: $0
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $7,000
10-year $43,000
30-year Present
Worth: $66,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 2 Months
Remedial Action: 30 Years

Alternative 2- Metals Precipitation/ Powdered Activated Carbon Treatment (PACTi/GAC
Polishing

This alternative utilizes three collection wells for the extraction of contaminated ground water
followed by on-site treatment. To contain and remove ground water from the contamination
plume, it is estimated that it would be necessary to pump 450 gallons per minute (GPM) from 5
three extraction wells placed at depths of 60 feet. Ground water would be pumped from the
extraction well system to a holding/ equalization tank. The pumped ground water would then o
enter the treatment plant where it would go through an initial two-stage precipitation 2
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andclarification/filtration unit for the removal of all heavy metals. The heavy metals treatment
would be followed by powdered activated carbon treatment (PACT) to remove volatile organic
and semi-volatile organic compounds.

The granular activated carbon (GAG) adsorption system that follows the PACT would be used,
if necessary, as a final polishing step to remove any remaining organic compounds in order
to achieve ARARs. Carbon adsorption would remove organic compounds from waste water
onto the activated carbon. The exact amount of treated water that would be recharged to the
ground water either by the recharge wells or by the infiltration trenches would be determined
in the remedial design.

The by-products resulting from the treatment system include metals sludge, filtered solids, and
spent granular activated carbon. The sludge would be transported off-site for treatment and
disposal at a RCRA-permitted facility.

Periodic sampling and analysis of the influent and effluent would be required to monitor the
progress of this treatment alternative.

Capital cost: $6,465,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $1,623,000
10-year Present Worth: $16,438,00
30-year Present Worth: $ 21,765,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 6 Months
Remedial Action: 10-40 Years

Alternative 3- Metals Precipitation/Air Stripping with Fume Incineration/Granular Activated
CarbonfGAC) Polishing

Under this alternative, the same extraction system is used to withdraw the contaminated ground
water as that of Alternative 2. This alternative differs in that after metals removal, the effluent
from the metals system would be pumped into an air stripper that would be effective in
removing the VOCs from the water. Air stripping is a mass transfer process in which volatile
contaminants in water are transferred to the gaseous phase.

Fume incineration would be used to treat any gaseous discharge from the air stripper. Fume
incineration units are chambers heated by supplemental fuel which provide high enough
temperatures and retention time to combust the contaminants in the off-gas. Temperatures in
the combustion chamber range from 1200°F to 1800°F.

oc
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The liquid phase from the air stripper would be pumped into the granular activated carbon
(GAC) adsorption system that would be used as a final polishing step to remove any remaining
organic compounds. Treatment residuals include spent carbon from the fume incinerator and
spent carbon from the liquid phase carbon polishing.

Periodic sampling and analysis of the influent and effluent would be required to monitor the
progress of the treatment alternative. During the periodic sampling and analyses of the influent,
if it is determined that metals concentrations are below standards and low enough not to cause
malfunction of the air stripper, the metals precipitation portion of the treatment train may be
eliminated.

Capital cost: $3,199,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $1,069,000
10-year Present Worth: $9,768,00
30-year Present Worth: $13,276,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 2 Years
Remedial Action: 10-40 Years

Alternative 4-Metals Precipitation/Air Stripping with Vapor Phase Granular Activated
Carbon/GAC Polishing

This treatment alternative is the same as Alternative 3 except that the off-gas emissions from
the air-stripper would be treated by passing the air stream through vapor phase carbon
adsorption columns, instead of the fume incinerator. In this alternative, contaminated air flows
through the columns or carbon bed, and organics adsorb onto the carbon. The treated air
then leaves the carbon bed with reduced concentrations of contaminants until the carbon
adsorbent cannot take on additional organics. Removal efficiencies utilizing vapor phase
activated carbon have been reported at greater than 98 percent.

Additional sludges would be generated from the carbon adsorption columns.

Capital cost: $4,280,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $829,000
10-year Present Worth: $9,374,000 £
30-year Present Worth: $ 12,095,00 ^

Time to Implement: c
Construction: 2 Years
Remedial Action: 10-40 Years

600023



-20-

Atternative 5- Metals Precipitation/UV Peroxidation

Under this alternative, the same extraction system is used to withdraw the contaminated ground
water as that of Alternative 2. UV Peroxidation is an innovative technology for cleanup and
destruction of organic compounds in ground water. In this process, ultraviolet light reacts with
hydrogen peroxide to form hydroxyl radicals. These powerful chemical oxidants then react
with the organic contaminants in water. The end products of the oxidation process are carbon
dioxide (CO2), water, and hydrochloric acid. Chemical oxidation would reduce the toxicity and
volume of contaminated ground water at the Site.

Periodic sampling and analysis of the influent and effluent would be required to monitor the
progress of this treatment alternative.

Capital cost: $4,421 ,000
Annual Operation
& Maintenance: $1,459,000
10-year Present Worth: $13,386,000
30-year Present Worth: $18,175,000

Time to Implement:
Construction: 1 Year
Remedial Action: 10-40 Years

VIM. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

In accordance with the NCP, a detailed analysis of each alternative is required. The purpose
of the detailed analysis is to assess objectively the alternatives with respect to nine evaluation
criteria that encompass statutory requirements and include other gauges of the overall
feasibility and acceptability of remedial alternatives. This analysis is comprised of an individual
assessment of the alternatives against each criterion and a comparative analysis designed to
determine the relative performance of the alternatives and identify major trade-offs, that is,
relative advantages and disadvantages, among them.

»

The nine evaluation criteria against which the alternatives are evaluated are as follows:

Threshold Criteria - The first two criteria must be satisfied in order for an alternative to be
eligible for selection.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment: i>
This criterion addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection and ^
describes how risks are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, 0
engineering controls, or institutional controls. 2

o-
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2. Compliance with ARARs:
This criterion addresses whether or not a remedy will meet all the ARARs of other federal
or State environmental statutes and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

Primary Balancing Criteria - The next five "primary balancing criteria" are to be used to weigh
major trade-offs among the different hazardous waste management strategies.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence:
This criterion refers to the ability of the remedy to maintain reliable protection of human
health and the environment over time once cleanup goals have been met.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume:
This criterion addresses the degree to which a remedy utilizes treatment technologies
to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants.

5. Short-term Effectiveness:
This criterion considers the period of time needed to achieve protection and any adverse
impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period until cleanup goals are met.

6. Impfementability:
This criterion examines the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including
availability of materials and services needed to implement the chosen solution.

7. Cost:
This criterion includes capital and O&M costs.

Modifying Criteria - The final two criteria are regarded as "modifying criteria," and are to be
taken into account after the previous criteria have been evaluated. They are generally to be
focused upon after public comment is received.

8. State Acceptance:
This criterion indicates whether, based on its review of the FS and Proposed Plan, the
State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the proposed alternative.

9. Community Acceptance:
This criterion indicates whether, based on its review of the FS and Proposed Plan, the
public concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the proposed alternative.
Comments received during this public comment period, and the EPA's responses to
those comments, are summarized in the Responsiveness Summary which is appended
to this ROD.
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The following is a summary of the comparison of each alternative's strengths and weaknesses
with respect to the nine evaluation criteria.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Soil Remediation Alternatives

All the soil remediation alternatives are considered protective of human health and the
environment except Alternative 1. Alternative 1 is not protective of human health and the
environment because it does not eliminate, reduce or control the contaminants at the Site.
Since it does not meet this threshold criterion, Alternative 1 will not be discussed further.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would not require any long term maintenance or deed restrictions.
However, Alternatives 2 and 3 involve transportation of contaminated soil off-site, and increase
the potential risks associated with dust generated during excavation and/or transportation.
Alternative 4 would require long-term monitoring to ensure the stability of the solidification/
stabilization process. Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 reduce potential human health risks by utilizing
treatment to remove contaminants from the soil.

Ground Water Treatment Alternatives

All the ground water alternatives, except the No Action alternative, are considered protective
over the long term and would provide overall protection by effectively removing contaminants
so that the ground water could be used for potable purposes, if desired. All the treatment
alternatives would result in permanent protection of human health and the environment through
the reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume of the contaminants.

However, Alternative 2, by using the PACT system, has a disadvantage over Alternatives 3, 4,
and 5, namely, additional sludges would be produced with the activated carbon system thus
posing an added minor risk to workers and the environment, especially during the
transportation of the sludges for disposal off-site.

Alternatives 3 and 4 pose additional risks associated with air emissions. However, the vapor
phase treatment would eliminate any risk associated with air emissions. Alternative 5, by using
UV peroxidation has certain advantages over the other alternatives, since it would provide
complete destruction of VOCs, thus reducing waste sludges that would otherwise require
further treatment and disposal.

2. Compliance With ARARs

Soil Remediation Alternatives

There are no chemical-specific ARARS for soils. It is anticipated that any action specific ARARs

cc
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associated with soil treatment can be met by each alternative. However, Alternative 4 would
require that treated soil be tested using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP),
before backfilling, to insure that RCRA land disposal restrictions are met. At this point in time,
a determination cannot be made whether these levels can be met. If levels cannot be met, a
treatability variance may be required.

Ground Water Treatment Alternatives

Alternatives 2 through 5 achieve ARARs to a similar degree. None of the alternatives would
achieve chemical-specific ARARs for ground water as a potential drinking water supply.
Achieving chemical-specific ARARs for ground water is dependent on remediation of upgradient
sources. This is due to the fact that regardless of the Site cleanup, upgradient sources will
continue to be a source of contamination to the ground water beneath the Pasley Site. EPA
believes that the proposed remedial action will result in attainment of chemical specific ground
water ARARs providing upgradient sources are remediated so that they no longer impact the
Upper Glacial aquifer.

EPA may invoke a technical waiver of the chemical-specific ARARs if the remediation program
indicates that reaching MCLs in the glacial aquifer is technically impracticable due to the
presence of upgradient sources.

Until upgradient sources are remediated so that they no longer impact the Site, EPA will attain
ground water cleanup levels which are equal to upgradient concentrations. The remedial action
will attain ground water cleanup levels equal to upgradient concentrations for certain
contaminants.

Alternatives 2 through 5 would meet action-specific ARARs as outlined in Table 2-1 of the FS
Report. Under these alternatives, treated ground water would meet pertinent federal and state
ARARs.

3. Long-term Effectiveness

Soil Remediation Alternatives

Alternatives 5,6 and 7 afford a greater degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence than
Alternatives 2 or 4. Alternative 4 would require institutional controls for land use, which would
need to be enforced for complete effectiveness.

Alternative 3 is the only alternative that removes all contaminants from the Site and provides
total destruction of the contamination sources.

oo
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Ground Water Treatment Alternatives

Long-term effectiveness of the ground water alternatives requires the remediation of upgradient
contamination. Alternatives 2 through 5 provide long-term effectiveness because these
alternatives are designed to reduce contaminant concentrations in the treated ground water to
levels that are protective of human health and the environment before discharge. Alternative
1 may present a long-term risk because it relies on natural attenuation to reduce contaminant
concentrations.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Soil Remediation Alternatives

Alternative 2 does not utilize treatment to reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the
contaminants. Alternative 3, excavation and off-site incineration, would provide the greatest
degree of destruction of contaminants and therefore, the greatest degree of reduction of
toxicity, mobility, and volume. However, Alternative 3 would produce ash that would require
disposal. In addition, Alternative 4 would not cause a reduction in toxicity but would result in
a reduction in mobility. Alternative 4 would increase the soil volume by the introduction of a
solidifying matrix.

Alternatives 5 and 6 may not provide as great a degree of contaminant destruction or reduction
in contaminant mobility as Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively. However, they are expected to
provide an adequate degree of contaminant destruction by gradual reduction of mobility,
toxicity and volume. Alternatives 5 and 7 involves soil flushing and must be done in conjunction
with ground water extraction and treatment. These technologies used in combination would
provide sufficient reduction of mobility, toxicity and volume.

Ground Water Treatment Alternatives

Alternatives 2 through 5 would control the mobility of contaminants contributed by the Site.
These alternatives also would significantly reduce or eliminate the toxicity and volume of
contaminated ground water by treatment to remove metals, semi-volatile and volatile organic
compounds.

However, Alternative 5 by utilizing the UV peroxidation is more advantageous than Alternatives
2 through 4 because it provides a total chemical breakdown of the VOCs into less toxic
compounds without any accumulation of sludges and waste residuals.

i>
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5. Short-term Effectiveness

Soil Remediation Alternatives

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the excavation alternatives, may potentially increase the risk to the
community during their implementation because they remove contaminants and create new
potential exposure routes not identified in the Risk Assessment. However, necessary
measures, such as implementation of proper safety procedures and on-site monitoring would
be taken to minimize any significant risk from exposure to the contaminants.

Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 would have the least short-term effect on the community during
implementation, since they would be conducted in-situ. All the alternatives have minor short-
term effects on the surrounding community, including increased vehicular traffic, a slight
increase in noise level from construction equipment, and fugitive dust emissions.

Ground Water Treatment Alternatives

The extraction and treatment alternatives for ground water involve little disturbance to
contaminated subsurface areas; therefore the potential risks to site workers and the
surrounding community are minor and can be managed. The potential short-term risks to
human health and the environment are also anticipated to be low for each of these alternatives.

6. Implementability

Soil Remediation Alternatives

All the alternatives are technically and administratively feasible. Of the soil remediation
alternatives, Alternatives 2 and 3 would require the least time to implement. Alternative 4 would
take more time to implement since it would require a treatability study and special equipment
to treat the soils.

The potential impacts that Alternatives 5 and 7 may have on ground water flow regimes make
these alternatives more complex and difficult to implement than Alternative 6. The soil flushing
alternatives, Alternatives 5 and 7, require coordination with the ground water treatment
alternative.

Ground Water Treatment Alternatives

The treatment components of Alternatives 2 through 4 are proven effective for all contaminants ^
of concern and should be easiest to implement because they rely on well understood and :>
readily available commercial components. Alternative 5 relies on an innovative technology for ^
treatment. Treatability studies would be required to determine the level of effectiveness that can c
be provided by this technology. -
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7. Cost

Individual cost breakdowns are included in the Description of Alternatives section of this ROD.
Capital cost is the value for building the remedial action. Annual operation and maintenance
(O&M) costs are used to quantify the yearly expense of O&M. The 30 year present worth cost
is then calculated and expressed in current value terms.

Soil Remediation Alternatives

The present worth cost of Alternative 7 for soils is approximately $1,649,000. The estimated
cost range of the alternatives is from a present worth of $66,000 (no action alternative) to
$43,970,000 (excavation and off-site incineration).

Ground Water Alternatives

The 30-year present worth cost of Alternative 4 for ground water is approximately $12,095,000.
The estimated cost range of the alternatives is from a 30-year present worth of $66,000 (no
action alternative) to $21,765,000 (PACT).

8. State Acceptance

The State of New York supports the selected remedy presented in this ROD. A copy of their
concurrence letter is appended to this ROD.

9. Community Acceptance

The local community accepts the selected remedy. All comments that were received from the
public during the public comment period are addressed in the attached Responsiveness
Summary.

IX. THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the results of the RI/FS reports and after careful consideration
of all reasonable alternatives, ERA recommends the following alternative for cleaning up the
contaminated soils and ground water at the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Superfund Site:

Soil Remediation Alternative 7: Soil Vacuuming and Soil Flushing in conjunction with
Ground Water Treatment Alternative 4: Extraction/Metals Precipitation/Air Stripping with
Vapor Phase Granular Activated Carbon/GAC Polishing/Recharge.

The soil remediation alternative, soil vacuuming, has been demonstrated to be effective
primarily for removal of VOCs from the unsaturated zone. Circulation of air through the soil o
during the vacuuming process also would enhance the biodegradation of semi-volatiles in the 2
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unsaturated zone. If sampling after the conclusion of soil vacuuming demonstrates that
concentrations of semi-volatile compounds are decreasing in the soil and are still not impacting
ground water, the soil flushing portion (for the removal of semi-volatiles in soil) of Alternative
7 may be eliminated.

Specifically, the preferred alternatives will involve the following:

1) Treatment of approximately thirteen thousand (13,000) cubic yards of contaminated soil
by soil vacuuming and/or by soil flushing, as necessary, until the recommended soil
cleanup objectives are met or until no more VOCs can be effectively removed from the
unsaturated (vadose) zone ;

2) Disposal of treatment residuals at a RCRA Subtitle C facility;

3) Remediation of the ground water by extraction/metals precipitation/air stripping with
vapor phase granular activated carbon/GAC polishing/ and recharge to meet Federal
and State drinking water MCLs, except in those cases where upgradient concentrations
are above such standards;

4) Pumping of contaminated ground water from three extraction wells at a combined flow
rate of approximately 450 gpm. The actual pumping rate will be determined during the
Remedial Design;

5) Long-term monitoring to track the migration and concentrations of the contaminants of
concern;

6) Implementation of a system monitoring program that includes the collection and monthly
analysis of the influent and effluent from the treatment systems and periodic collection
of well-head samples.

7) Evaluation of Site conditions at least once every five years to determine if a modification
to the selected alternative is necessary; and

f

8) The option for ERA to invoke a technical waiver of the ground water ARARs if the
remediation program indicates that reaching MCLs in the glacial aquifer is technically
impracticable.

The selected ground water alternative also stipulates contingency measures, outlined under
Ground Water Treatment Alternatives in the Description of Alternatives section of this ROD,
whereby the groundwater extraction and treatment system's performance will be monitored on £
a regular basis and adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected during operation. *-
If it is determined, in spite of any contingency measures that may be taken, that portions of the 0
aquifer cannot be restored to its beneficial use, ARARs may be waived based on technical
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impracticability of achieving further contaminant reduction. The decision to invoke a
contingency measure may be made during periodic review of the remedy, which will occur at
intervals of no less often than every five years.

X. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
remedial actions that achieve adequate protection of human health and the environment. In
addition, Section 121 of the CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirements and
preferences. These specify that, when complete, the selected remedial action for a site must
comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental standards established under
federal and state environmental laws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected remedy
also must be cost effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Finally, CERCLA includes a preference for
remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity,
or mobility of hazardous substances as their principal element. The following sections discuss
how the selected remedy meets these statutory requirements.

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy for ground water is protective of human health and the environment. The
selected ground water remedy eliminates all outstanding threats posed by the Site. The
selected ground water remedy reduces contamination to health based levels except in those
cases where upgradient concentrations exceed those levels. Contamination upgradient of the
Site is suspected to be contributing to the ground water contamination at the Site. The
Roosevelt Field Site, which is one of the major suspected sources of the contamination
detected in the Pasley upgradient ground water monitoring well, was listed as a Class II site
on the New York State Registry in July 1991. The EPA and NYSDEC will ensure that any
sources contributing to contamination of the Site are addressed.

The selected remedy for soils is also fully protective of human health and the environment. The
soil remedy removes a continuing threat to ground water posed by the on-site contaminated
soils.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

At the completion of response actions, the selected remedy will have complied with the
following ARARs and considerations:

Action-specific ARARs:
o

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maximum Contaminant Levels (40 CFR 141.11-141.16) and ^
6 NYCRR Ground Water Quality Regulations (Parts 703.5, 703.6, 703.7) and the NYS Sanitary

600032



-29-

code (10 NYCRR part 5) provide standards for toxic compounds for public drinking water
supply systems. The recharge process for treated ground water will meet underground
injection well regulations under 40 C.F.R. 147. The extracted ground water will be treated to
meet the above referenced drinking water standards prior to recharge.

Spent carbon from the ground water treatment system for removal of organics will be disposed
of off-site, as well as any treatment residuals, consistent with applicable RCRA land disposal
restrictions under 40 C.F.R. 268.

Chemical-specific ARARs:

Since the ground water at the Site is classified as lib (GA by NYSDEC), drinking water
standards are relevant and appropriate. Again, these include SWDA MCLs and 6NYCRR
Ground Water Quality Regulations. However, achieving chemical-specific ARARs for ground
water is dependent on remediation of upgradient sources. This is due to the fact that
regardless of the Site cleanup, upgradient sources will continue to be a source of
contamination to the ground water beneath the Site. ERA believes that the proposed remedial
action will result in attainment of chemical specific ground water ARARs providing upgradient
sources are remediated so that they no longer impact the Upper Glacial aquifer.

ERA may invoke a technical waiver of the chemical-specific ARARs if the remediation program
indicates that reaching MCLs in the Upper Glacial aquifer is technically impracticable.

Until upgradient sources are remediated so that they no longer impact the Site, the remedial
action will attain ground water cleanup levels equal to upgradient concentrations for certain
contaminants.

3. Cost Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost effective and provides the greatest overall protectiveness
proportionate to costs. Soil vacuuming and soil flushing, at a present worth of $1,649,000 is
more cost effective than excavation with off-site disposal, at a present worth of $8,675,000, and
offers an equivalent degree of pro'tectiveness. The $12,095,000, 30-year present worth cost
associated with the selected ground water treatment, is the most cost effective of all the
alternatives. The $12,095,000 cost associated with ground water treatment is cost effective in
that the remedy provides the greatest overall protectiveness compared with the $66,000 cost
associated with no action, which is not considered to be protective.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment(or Resource Recovery) £
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

n
6

The selected remedies represent the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and ^
alternative treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost effective manner for the Site. This _
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is evident by the selection of soil vacuuming, clearly an innovative technology. After treatment
is complete, the soil will no longer be contributing contaminants to the underlying aquifer.

The ground water treatment used in the selected remedy will reduce the contaminants of
concern to levels protective of human health prior to recharge. In addition, of those alternatives
which are protective of human health and the environment and comply with ARARs, EPA has
determined that the selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs in terms of the five
balancing criteria: long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or
volume through treatment; short-term effectiveness; implementability; and cost. The modifying
considerations of State and community acceptance also played a part in this determination.

The long-term effectiveness and permanence of the selected soil remedy is very high in that
the surface soils would be treated and the contaminated areas restored. Ground water
treatment also offers long-term effectiveness and permanence in that the remedial goal is to
achieve ARARs except in those cases where upgradient concentrations prohibit such
restoration.

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume is also evident in the selected remedy. The treatment
of on-site soil by soil vacuuming and/or soil flushing will effectively reduce the mobility of
contaminants in surface soils. Ground water treatment has the goal of reducing contaminant
concentrations in the aquifer to meet ARARs, effectively diminishing both toxicity and volume.

The short-term effectiveness and implementability of the selected soil remedy is high in that it
would be conducted in-situ. The short-term effectiveness and implementability of the ground
water treatment alternative is high in that there is no exposure to contaminated ground water
during implementation and the remedy employs standard equipment and well developed
technologies. As stated above, the cost associated with the selected remedy is the least costly
of each alternative that is protective of human health and the environment and provides for
treatment of the most hazardous substances.

5. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

By treating the VOC contaminatecTsoils and ground water by means of in- situ soil vacuuming
and/or soil flushing, and air stripping respectively, the selected remedy addresses the principal
threat posed by the Site through the use of treatment technologies. Therefore, the statutory
preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principal element is satisfied.

TJ

o
c
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XI. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site was released to the public on
February 14, 1992. The Proposed Plan identified soil remediation Alternative 7 and ground
water remediation Alternative 4 as the preferred alternatives. EPA reviewed all comments
submitted. Upon review of the comments, it was determined that no significant changes to the
preferred remedy, as it was originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.
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TADLE - 1 FIB.1T ROUND OROONDUATF.il 3AHPLC RE3ULT3 - HONITORINO HR.L Final NI Report
P»*» f

SAMPLE NUMBERS HT Tf To ?s* ?1 ?i-tHi^ 55 J3 fl J5 13 (T *D 53 5! 56 63 (t Cb
"NITS UK/I UK/I UK/I UK/I UK/I «R/I »n/i UK/I UK/I UK/I UK/I «••.'! u«/l UK/I OK/I «•/! UK/I u«/i u«/l
M»TRU Hater Hater Hater Heter Hater Hater Hater Hater Hater Hater Hater Heter Hater Hater Heter Hater Heter Heter Hater
SAMPLE DATE (1990) 3-1 3-1 3-1 2-?? 2-?3 ?-2J ?-?3 2-?fl ?-?B ?-?• 2-?6 2-?6 2-26 3-2 3-1 2-29 2-27 2-?7 2-27
SAMPLE LOCATION ———L1LCO——— ————ON-9ITC————— ———LIRR——— ——ORFDMIT—— —WOW ST.—— —XIREOtUAT——

9OLATHJT ONCMic cctvonroo
Hethylene Chloride
Acetone
BonKono
Chloroform
I.I.DInhloroethena
1 , 1-Dlchloroathane
Trana 1,2-Dlohloroetlioae

ethylbemene
Tetreohloroethena
Toluene
Trlohloroethene
1 , 1 , 1-Trlahloraethane
Chlorobencena
ly lanes (Total)

BMtOLaTILK OROalTC CONFORM
bla(2-ethylhe«yl) Pathalate
dl-n-Outyl Phtnalate
?-HethylnephUMlcne
Naphthalene
Bentolo Aold
Dlbencoruraji
Phenenthrene
dl-«-Ootyl Phtnalate

••J

It
32

1JOJ
13

m

d»

1

a*

2J

a
22 J 1WOJ UOOJ 580 J

7 >3J 10 11

- 630
- 25000«-t 3J 3J

9

15

510
160J

1100
1«OJ

36oo
510

1100

6J
110
270

5J
5J

U
M
U

2J

U

R

B«J 5IOJ 2200 J

N
U
6

W 2

2J 2«OJ"

2J • II

510J tOUl 3BOOJ

20

I 27 I
It 1*0 15

•2
33 W

50 *»»J 15
- 390« I

59

• e. eft

a> e* a*

1JOJ 17J MJ Mj HOJ

.

. * 1J

5 ...

to 2J 13
T 11 .11

• 10 I

e> a* m a» aft

a» a* a* a* eh

260J 150J
- «50«

• m

ti
•J

• «j

e» e»

NOTEi Only thoae ooojpounds that ara detected either as ejtlaeted, rejected er poaltlve value la one or •ore aa>ple are Hated In thla table.
Analyte present. Reported value nay not be eocurete or preclae.
Unreliable Data Obtained. Data rejected bv valldetor and le not uaeble.
Five fold diluted aeeple. See Appindli ( Tor eilnlmai detection llelt attained.
Fifty fold diluted •••pie. Trene 1,2-Dlohloroethene concent retIon above the calibration rente la tkta aaaple. Sea Append!* t for
nlnlnua detection H»H ettalned.
Indlcetea compound wee anelvced for bat net deteoted at a level alanirieently above the level reported In laboratory er flele1 blank*.
Shellou veil| I • Interaiedlate vell| D • Deep well

OOP Duplicate
Negated Coapeend net Precent In Saaple
eatlaeted oonoentretloe due to Interferenee.
Ouantltatton Ltalt le eetlMtee.
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TABLE
PASI.ET SOLITMIS urn CHEMICALS .lire

MUST ROIMD GKOimnWATER SAMPLE RESULTS - MONITORINO WELL (Continual)
II,

Flml III Report

SAMPLE NUMBERS
UNITS
HATRII
SAMPLE DATt (1990)
SAMPLE LOCATION

13 II ID
UK/I UK/I UK/I
Weter Water Water

————LILCO————

UK/I
Water

21
UK/I
Wnter

2I-DUP
UK/1
Water

20
UK/I
Water

———————— ON-9ITE —— - — ....

)S 31 }0
UK/I UK/I UK/I
Water Water Water
2-28 2-?« 2-28
——————LIRR—————•

EB-I EB-2 EB-J ER-I EB-5 EB-6 EB-7
UK/I UK/I ug/i UK/I UK/I UK/I <HI/I
Weter Hater Hater Water Water Hater Hater
2-22 2-23 2-26 2-27 2-28 3-1 3-2

NETAL3

Antinomy
Areenlo
Bartui

Cadnlu*
Caloliai
Chrotial
Cobalt
Copper
Cyanide
Iron
Lead
MagneelM
NacMjanaac
Hareury
Ntokel
Potesatun)
Selentu*
Silver
Sodlun

fenadlun
Zlno

421004 40304 1554

1114 68.84 25.44
1.74 - 0.5
. . .

3(0004 18IOOJ 146004
23. U 43.84
10.94
I27J 2794 28.54
70

289004 46904 3684
R R R

83304 55104 27604
10604 122004 70.54
0.7 - 0.5

53.84 1294 18.24
42704 31104 32904

8 8 8
. . -

42804 353004 281004

34.74 - 5.94
1 380 32004 29.64

23*00

1128
0.738
.

13900
27.74

164
99.*

15
991004

15.3
32808

1360
.

48.3

_
5.64

3900004

27.68
859

51.18

.
23800

13.54
_

10.38
.

26104
9.1

48208
16100

0.6
_

18808
.
_

367004

^

67

IJ8B

49.28

.
23400

17.64
•

8.78
_

24504
7.3

4768
15900
0.30
.

29308
_
.

341004

3
51.2

25.68

-
18100
13.14
.

40.5
-

15704
8.7

27508
67.6
1.3
.

6270
_
_

263004

7.88

15000

90.21

-
29900
90.64

_
136
20

135004
22.4

46808
235
0.2

76.2
47108
.
.

189004

10.18-
16JO

707

74.08

.
18800
12.44
.

32.0
-

211004
9.7

2620*
1760

_
37.74

1920S
.
.

339004

m

272

374

33.08

•
11400

_
.

15.28
.

22904
4.5

38608
221
0.6
.
.
.
.

245004

—

138

5.08

•
40808
.
.

1440
.

1714
m

15308
_
•
.
•
•
.

92504

.
31.9

33.58

18.18

•
14900
.
.

1800
to

1284
.

5610
8.94

_
•
.
•
_

123004

—

99. 1

C.44
.

4.28
to

71.78
_
_

15.2

•.38
3.88

18.58

•
15400
.
.

7320
—

1554
.

5810
_
_
•
-
.
_

8060

m

100

20.88

.
13200
6.68
.

•300
—

3314
_
B

1.68
0.45
.
.
•
.

78204

m

39.8

19.64 20.64

. .
137004 159004

9.64
_ .

78804 2754
. -

25.74 99.24
8 8

60*04 73904
4.34 1.8

0.35 0.21
_ .

16504 1800
8 8
. .

79004 125004

— ^

98.94 29.14

8OTEi full Target Conpoood Llat neUU are Hated In thl* table.
Analyte present. Reported value n»y not be aoourate or preotae.
Unreliable Reault Obtained, Data re looted by valldator and '
Indloatea oonpoMd uaa anaiyted for but not detected.
Shallow Well
Intermediate Well
Deep Well
Eaulpaent Blank
- lloat*

la not «Mbl«."I
0

DWP . Oupl ..
• . Tree* level* UeM UHM oontraot-reaulrwl detention llnlti See Ippendti f)

061/T TOO I yd
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TIKE 1
PA9LCT SOtfCTTS IND CMRNtCII.9 SITE

MOUND OROUNM4TER SIMPLE KCSULT9 - HONITOfttNO NELL (Continual)
June 14, 1991
Final Ml Deport

SAMPLE NUH8ED9
UNITS
MATH II
SAMPLE DATK ( 1990)
SAMPLE LOCATION

MTAl-1

Antlaxm*

Barlua
"eryltuej
Ca<talUB
Calolua
ChmluB
Copper
Cobalt
Cyanide
Iron
Lead
McgneatuBj

Menoury
Nlchel
Potasala*)
Salenliai

•3 HI *D
UH/I UK/I UK/I
Hater Hater Hater
2-26 ?-?6 «?-?6
———— OMCENHAT ————

97400
39.93"

372
6.6
.

22100
63.6J

194
45.IJB

10
I52000J

34.6
7730
4220
.

100
10200

_

861
-

38.6"
_
_

19500
_

40.8
.
.

34IOJ
9.5

31608
5630

_
207

2620*
.

216
-

24.98
.
_

10700
.

41.5
.

10
903J
8.2

2770
149

_
32.1JB

2200*
.

53 51 • 5D
UK/I UH/I UR/I
Hater Hater Hater
3-2 3-1 2-28
—-•HOOK 9TREET— — •

26400J
-

9«.3J
1.6J
.

16600J
32. OJ
76.6J
13. 7J

_
28300J

•
4140J
659J

_
32. 7 J
5160J

•

2390J
-

74.0J
_
_

24900J
255J
252J

19. BJ
_

5050J
II

4250J
3380J

_
310J

6900J
R

433
-

30. m
_
.

13300
.

85.2
.
_

3180J
5.8

3820B
236

_
.
.
.

(3 61 60
un/l UK/I HH/I
Hater Hater Meter
2-27 2-27 2-27
———— ONEENHAT ————

24000
-

119"
2.IJB

_
24900
25. 8J
71.2
.
.

2TCOOJ
17.8

40808
103
0.3

31.4JN
2500B
.

T3«
-

70.68
_

4.5J8
27900
22.0J
30.2

-
to

3I80J
11.8
5*50
6610

_
33.5JI
9550
.

T47
-

66.5"
1JB
_

moo
16.5J
C4.1
.
.

4MOJ
11.1

31600
1*30
.

33.5J8
30208
.

Silver
17000J 28700J 30400J

Zlno
94.8
1070 192 607

6060J 37000J 25200J 13500J 30600J 337004
5.7J . . . . .

40.9J - - 3*.2B
159J 2940 193 3«l 254 «59

•ore i
j

Full Target Compound List Mt*U ar* Mated in thla labla.
•nalyta praaant. Maportad Talua mmj not ka aocwrata or praolaa.
Unrallabla toa«U Obtalnad. DaU rajaotad by valldator and !• not Mabla.
Indleataa eoBpowid MM analviad for but not detected at • level •l(nirio«ntl> above the level reported In field end trip klanln.
Shallow Nell
Intermediate Veil
Deep Nell
Tnwe level* (lee* thM «o«tr»ot required detention llilti See) Ippendli P)

100
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i * i 2. i : i r S..J C_l( J-J BU

TIRLC 2
!m.*KMT9 «NI> CHRMICftl.3 SITi

SECOND ROUND QROUNDWftTeR SAMPLE RESULTS (Continued)
Juna t«. 1991
rinal RI Raport

SAMPLE NUMBERS
UNITS
MATNII
SIMPLE D»n O990)
LOCATION

21 -DIIP

Natar Natar W«t«r
I.to «.|8 4-18

—————————ON-SITC———

•Hi/1
H«t«p

IS II ID
u*/l UK/1 u«/l

H«t«r W«t«r W.l.r
H.I9 »-l9 «_I9
————LILCO—————

«D

M>l«r Hiitar Hater
«-18 4-18 «-1«
., ———— ORKENMT ——————

EB-I
««/i
Nnt«r ««t«r

80ft-IOIj>TTLI ONOMIca
Naplithalena
2-H*thr 1 naptiUMlem
Aoenaphthylene
ioenaphtbane
Dlbensofuran
Pluorene
Phenanthrana ^
Intbraoen*
dl-n-Dutyl rtithalat*
riuonMithen*
fyrana
bla(2-Cthylhe*yl) Phthala

180
9T
.
1J
_
3J
_
_
.
_

to

-
38
21
TJ
2J
CJ
)J
.
•
.
-

.
?6J
I6J
6J
. .
TJ
2J
_ .
• II
. _

-

- - 2
i

• • ^

. - -

. .
-
. .

1 ^ ••
W

_ .
.
. ' _
.
• .
• •
• I
• . .
- •

.

.
_
•
•
•
•
«

1
e» t

a» 4

1

f

1
».

V

1

POTti
J •
R •

S i

0 i

Only thoee ooapounda that ara detected either aa estlaated, rajeotea or poeltive
Analyte preeent. Raportad value nay not ba accurate or preolae.
Unreliable Reeelt Obtalnad. Data rojaotod by valtdator end la not naabl*.
Indloataa ooaaMMa) ««• analjnad for b«t not detected at • level algntfloantly
Sballon Hell
IntemedloU Vail
beep Hall
Dvpltoete

MM*

MB in one or nore aanpT* are Hated In thia

ta»«l raaort«4 !• blank*.

TOO ly c
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PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
TABLE 3 MAY 1991 GROUNDWATER SAMPLE RESULTS - DEEP MONITORING WELL

OCTOBER 1991
FINAL Rl REPORT

SAMPLE NUMBERS
UNITS
MATRIX
SAMPLE DATE
SAMPLE LOCATION

MW-1D
ug/l

Water
5/8/91
LILCO

MW-2D
ug/l

Water
5/9/91

On-Site

MW-3D
UQ/I

Water
5/8/91
LIRR

MW-4D
ug/l

Water
5/8/91

Greenway

MW-5O
ug/l

Water
5/9/91

Brook St.

MW-6D
ug/l

Water
5/8/91

Greenway

TB-1
ug/l

Water
5/8/91
• «

TB-2
ug/l

Wafer
5/9/91

— •—

EB-1
ug/l

Water
5/8/91
...

EB-2
ug/l

Water
5/9/91
...

VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

Benzene , _ _ _ . . . . . . .
Bromochloromethane
Bromoform
Chloromelharw
1 ,2-Oibromo-3-chloropropan«
Dtchkxodlfluoromethane
1.1-Dichloroelhane
1.1-Dtehloroethene
Trans»Cis 1.2-DteMoroethene
Methylene Chloride
Tetrachloroethen*
1,1.1-Trtehloroelhane
Trtehtoroetheoe
lrans-1,3 Dtehtoropcopylen*
Carbon Dteulflde

R
R
-
R
-

1.2J
1.8
2.2
-

7.2
2.0
10.6
R
•

-
R
-
R
-

5.1UJ
6.6UJ
87.6UJ
.

7.6UJ
7.2UJ
15UJ

R
-

-
R
-
R
-

1.0UJ
-

44.0
-

2.0
-

99
R
"

R
R
-
R
-

1.9J
2.9
3.4
-

8.5
2.9
16.3
R
•

-
R
-
R
-
-
-

40.9
-

2.1
-

91.0
R
•

-
R
-
R
7.6

1.0UJ
-

1.1
•»

3.6
5.4
9.1
R
*

R
R

0.1
R
-
-
-
»

1.4J
-
»

.
R

9.1J

R
R
0.2
R
-

1.0UJ
-
-

2.SJ
-
m

-
R
~

R
R
0.2
R
-

1.0UJ
-
-

26J
-
*

-
R
~

R
R
-
R
-

1.0UJ
-
••

2.2J
-
-
.
R
•

MW-7O*
ug/l

Water
5/9/91
OU»>

0.9J
-
•

*»

R
•

4.9
4.3

76.4J
-

88
87J
14.5
R
•

Note: Only those compounds that are detected either as estimated, rejected, or positive values In one or more samples are listed In this table.
UJ • Qualified Estimate
J - Analyte present. Reported value may not be accurate or precise.
R - Unreliable Result Obtained. Data rejected by vaiidalor and is not usable.
(•) - Indicates compounds was analyzed for but not detected at a level significantly above the level reported In laboratory and field blanks.
TB • Trip Blanks analyzed for volatile organic* only
EB - Equipment Blanks (Field Blanks)
• • Sample MW-70 Is a duplicate sample from wen MW-2O

•|'6t'T TOO I y
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ON-3ITE SUMfkCE SOIL SAMPLE RESULTS
JIIM 1*, 1991
Pliul HI Haport

SAMPLE NlM)EII3(CoBpoaitaa)
UNITS
HAT* I I
SAMPLE DATE (19*9)
SAMPLE DEPTH (tn.)

1-5
UK/kg
Soil
9-13
6-12

1-SWIP
tig /kg
Soil
9-13
6-12

6-10
ug/kg
Soil
9-13
6-12

11-15
ug/kg
Snll
9-13
6-12

ll-?0
ug/kg
Soil
9-13
6-12

' 21-?5
tig/kg
Soil
9-13
6-12

26- JO
tig /kg
Soil
9-14
6-12

31-35
«g/*«
Soil
9-1*
6-12

36-W
«g/l<«
Soil
9-1*
6-12

• I-H5
•€'««
Soil
9-14
6-12

•6-50
ug/kg
Soil
9-1*
6-12

son-tourai owuiics
1 ,2-Diohlorobanxana
Naph thai ana
2-Hathylanaphthalana

-
610J

1100J

.
3WOJ

100OO

_
-
-

-
IOOOJ
•600J

-
.

1100J

2800J
1300J
•OOOJ

IOOOJ
380J
-

.
13000
9800J

•90J
-

»60J

_
.

2000J
riuorvna »TOJ
PhananthraiM 5700J
tnthr«o«ia - 2600J
dl-n-Ratyl PtiUialata 2500J
Pluoranth««a 11000
Pjrrana >»OOJ
•an«o(a) tnthraoana 5000
bl9(2-CthylnaijrD Phthalata
Chryaana . 6000J
Bwito(b) PluoranthatM MOOJ
Bwito(k) riHorantbaiM I800J
BanxoU) Pyrana 3300J
Indano (1.2,3-4x1) Pyran* 1600J
Dtbanc (a,h) Antliraoana
•anra (t.h,l) Parylana 1500J

500J 1600J 1400J

2000J
TOOJ
T60J

M
790J
T30J

3TOJ

J60J
680J

3TOJ
WOJ
5TOJ

2MJ

2JOOJ

68000
IIOOJ
H200J

2900J
1100J

1600J

1900J
530J

ITOOJ
I900J
I600J

M
IIOOJ
990J

900J

290.1
370J
620J

3»oJ
J30J

C20J 3TOJ

»30J 150000 IMOJ

6TOJ 600J

I20000«»»

75W

NOTE!
J

•a
•aa
<->
BOP
1-5

Only thoaa oovpoundalhat ara dataotad aa atthar asttaatad, rajaotad or poaltlva in ona or "ora aaaplaa ara llatM In Uila tabla
Analyta praaant. Maportad valu* aay not aa aomirata or praalaa.
Unrallabla Kaault ObUlnad. Data rajaotad by valldator. and la not uaabU.
Hadlua la*al analyala "Ith 20 fold dilution. Saa ippandlt K for •Inlaiai datMtloil llalU attalaad.
Hadl« la*al analyala with 15 fold dilation. Saa Ippandli K for nlnlaua dataatlon Italta attalnad.
Nadlw laval analyala vltk 30 fold dilation. Saa tppandli K for nlnlnua dataotlon llalta attalnad.
Indloataa •oapoand va* analytad for bat not dataotad at • laval atcntrioantly abova tna la»al raportad In laboratory op flald bl
Davlloata
Conpoalta of aaMlaa 1-5

600058
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TABLE
PASLKT 3«.tOrrS AND CHEMICALS 9ITR

A': SURFACE SOIL SAMPLE Hr.-an.T3 (Continued)
Juna Ik. 1991
Flnnl III Report

SAMPLE NUMRCHS
(Covpoaitea)
UNITS
MATRII
SAMPLE DATE (1989)
SAMPLE DEPTH (In.)

MCTAIJ
AlMlfNM
Ant Inony
Araenlo
Barlua
BerylliM
Cadnluai
Calotua
ChrmlMB
Cobalt
Copper
Cyanide
Iron
Lead
HjgnesleB
Hnngnneae
Neroury
Nickel
PoteealM
Selenlua
Silver
SodlUB

Dial HIM
fenedlua
lino

U5 1-5IMIP 6-10 11-15 16-20
•A/kg eig/kg ng/hg *g/kg ng/kg
Soil Soil Soil Soil Soil
9-13 9-13 9-«3 9-13 9-13
6-12 6-12 6-12 6-12 6-12

6330 5530 5030 3920 9630
•8J 16. TJ

11. 5J 9.94 16. TJ 14.24 4.34
94.6 86.7 79.2 49.58 425
. . . . .
. . . . .

M200J 33JOOJ 180004 19000J M300J
58.8 *2.8 28.7 18.1 47.7

*4.58 4.3B «.9B 2.98 6.58
51. 24 40.44 404 46.14 72. 3 J

0.28J
23200 22800 17600 20700 41800

3354 3484 1944 5774 I2J04
22800 16400 8700 94JO 22100

145 128 77 118 212
0.14,1 0.194 • 0.144
16.3 12.9 15.7 - 14.2
7I2B 4I2B 51 IB 684B 509B

II
. . . . .

146B I54B 1398 S6.8B 1298
1.9J 2.5J 3.1 R 3.3

27.8 26.9 24.6 17.1 32.3
215 202 131 179 455

J Analyte praaent. Reported value nay not be aoourete or
II Unrelleble Reeult Obtained. Data rejected by valfdator

(>) tndloataa
POP Dupltoata

EB Equipment

•OBBpO*JBel a*?M aM*4llyt*)f) iOI" DfJl HOt ^CvMltttlJ alb

Blank | TB • Trip Blank

21-25
•d/k|
Soil
9-13
6-12

7«50
.
M

144
-
.

39800J
52.8
7.68
59.5J
0.45J

30700
758J

19300
177
.

17.0
70 IB
.
.

95.0B
2.5B
28.7

308

araotaa.

26-30
•ft/kg
Soil
9-14
6-12

7650
-

9.24
116
-
.

308004
58.1
5.58
53.5J
.

23500
4164

15000
123
.

15.6
574B

_
.

165B
2.0B
25.8
242

31-35
•g/kg
Soil
9-14
6-12

7970
-

17.14
86.9
.
.

22700
42.9
6.9B
44.64
.

23100
2284

10900
107

_
25.1
9758
.
.

2IOB
_

J7.T
133

36-40
•g/kg
Soil
9-14
6-12

4260
-
•

113
.
.

55304
34.1
3.8B
74.84
4.44

20300
4574

2820
99.2

•
10.08
360B
.
.

108B
.

24.6
555

41-45
•g/kg
Soil
9-14
6-12

7620
.

7.44
159
.
.

189004
45.6
6.9B
67.54
0.344

J9900
7094

7460
265
.

17
5688

_
.

117B
.

28.6
658

46-50 CT-01
ng/kg ue/1
Soil Hater
q-U 9-13
6-12

2670
_ _

2.88
29.58
.
. .

146004 2178
9.9
. _

15.W
0.394

11100 143
1344

7690
73.6

. _
T.7B
352B
. .

"" . .
49.38 1068

_ .
10. IB

712 20.]

and la not uaable.
a level

B Traoa level (laa» than oontraat required dateatlon Haiti Saa 1
B4 Eatlaated

1-5 Conooelte
detention Italt
of aaajploa 1-5.

etgnirioantly above

ppendti r)

tka level reported In laboratory or Meld blank*.
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PASLftr SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE June ID, 1991
TABLE -4 ON-S|TE SURFACE SOIL SAMPLE RESULTS (Continued) Flrml RI Report

SAMPLE NUMBERS
UNITS
HATRK
SAMPLE DATE (1989)
SAMPLE DEPTH (In.)

12AB 13AB HAB

Soil Soil Soil
9-U 9-U 9-U
6-12 6-12 6-12

VOLATILE OW] AM ICt
Vinyl Chlorlda 670J
Chloroethan* ...
Methylen* Chloride 190J 15J *
•oetone 720J - 454
t.t-Dlohloroethene ...
1,1-Dlohloroethene 580J. 94
Traiu- l,2-Dlohloro*,thena 2*000 J 8* -
Chlorofore) ...
2-Butanone ft .
1,1,1-TrloMoroathana 8704
Tr*n*-1,3-Dlohloroprop*n*
Trlohloroathan*
B*nx*n*
Tetreahloroethana
Toluene
Chlorobentena
Ethyl ben tene
lylena (Total)

3500*
.

3704
5404
.
344

17000*

.
134
_
214
.
M
.
-

I5AB

Soil
9-U
6-12

M
52

II

.
28
_
_
84
.
_
-

I6AB

Soil
9-U
6-12

•604
794
R

1*000*

2704
7004

1104

.
1904

_
•94

12000*4
„

354
2604

17AB

Soil
9-U
6-12

II

69
28

II
6900
.

150
_
II
_
m
•
.

1BAB

Soil
9-U
6-12

*
500

234
160

59

.
124
.
194

54000*
.

72
290

19AB 2OAB
Uf̂ kg Uff/kg
Soil Soil
9-U 9-U
6.12 6-12

II 504
81 950J

T» 1204
• •

" 2604
• .
274 2*000*
. .
•2 7600*
750 7804
. _

254
- *54

2IAB
ug/k«
Soil
9-U
6-12

594
2904

2704
250004

<704
•

19000*
64

•4000*
2104
•

134
154

Soil
9-U
6-12

384

i

.
J700*
.

87000"
9104
„

3804
II

23AB

Soil
9-U
6-12

II

464 '
734
II

II
.
M
.

90000*
II
484
1204
2404

NOTEi Only those co-pounds that are detected either aa estimated, rejeoted or posltU* vaiu* in on* or "or* aaBpie are liatad in ihla tabt*.
J • Analyt* present. Reported value a»y not b* aoourate or praola*.
• • Unreliable Reeult Obtained. Data rejected by valid*tor and la not usable.
• • Nedtua l*v*l analyst* vlth tan fold dilution. See Append I • E for minimum datMtton Itati attallMd.

(.) • Indicate* ooapound uas analyied for but not dataotad at a level algnlfloantly •bov« the laval raporUd In laboratory or field blanks.
04 • Quantltatlon Halt la aatlMted.

TQc
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TABLE 4

PA.-a.nr SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
OH-SITE SURFACE SOIL SAMPLE RESULTS (Continued)

Juna U, 1991
Final HI R«port

SAMPLE HUMMERS
UNITS
MATRII
SAMPLE DATE (1909)
SAMPLE DEPTH (In.)

VoiATiLE1 onoMtcs
flnyl Chlorlda
Chloroathana
Mothjlen* Chloride
Aoatona
1,1-Dlohloroathana
Tram- tt 2-Dlohloroalhano
Chlorofom
2-Butanona
1.1,1 -Trlohloroathana
Trana>lt 3-Dlohloroprapana
Trlabloroathana
Bansana
Tatraahloroathana
Toluana
Chlorobantana
Ethylbaniana
IjrlwM (Total)

24AB
U«/k«
Soil
9-«J
6-12

•

«

T2J
.

39J
M
.
M

noj-
5900»

„
T3000

27J
.
*
m

?•>»«

UR/k«
Soil
9-U
6-1?

^^
_
_
_
.

3*00*
-
•
-
-

3300"
.

48000*
I70J
.

1«OJ
5500*

?f>*B
u«/k«
Soil
9-11
6-12

^
_
II
_

50
910

-
53J

100
-

S6
_

1*0
2T

_
_

too

?7AB
"B/kd
Soil
9-l«
6-12

m

,
.
.
_

*2
-
.
-

20
_
A

86
_
.
.
~

?ftAH
•Hi/kg
Soil
9-11
6-12

w

_
-
„
.

23J
_
_
-

UJ
.
•

2H
.
_
.
•

29AB
««/k«
Soil
9-1*
6-12

^
_
.
_
-

17J
11J
«9J
.

250
_
^

150
36
_
_
•

30 AB
«B/kg
Soil
9-11
6-12

1-

.
150J
670J
570J

82000"
-
.
M
-

700J
87J

21000"
•70000"
.

T10
27000"

J1AB
««/kg
Soil
9-H
6-12

^
_

2»J
_

110J
16000"

350J
_

*20J
-

120000"
164

120000"
900J
.

I5J
83J

3?AB
u«/k«
Soil
9-U
6-12

m

.

35J
•
-
.

1U
II

12J
.

tsoJ
«,

tto
«.
•
•
«*

33AB
«w'fc«
Soil
9-1*
6-12

^
.

60
m
.

31
«t
69J
.
.
n
a

5T
w

4*

•

"•

3MB
*«/k«
Soil
9-11
6-12

—

_
«OJ

w

-
30J

860J
M
-
•

790J

I20J
200J
•
•
w

35AB
"B'kg
Soil
9-U
6.12

.
_ •

I70J .
621

I20J
a.
. .
•

5V
.

COOJ
„

3»ooo«
t7oj•.
300J

21000*

HOTEi Only thoa« ooapounda that ara dataotad althar •» •atlaatvd, rajaotad or poaltlva valua In ona or a»ra aaapla Bra Ilatad In thla tabla.
J • Analyt* praaant. Raportad valaa aa* not ba aoourata or praelaa.
• • Unrallabla Maault Obtalnad. Data rajaotad by valid*tor and la not waabla.
• • Mwllua laval analvala *tth tan fold dilution. Saa appandli K for ninlaun dataotlon Halt attalnad.

(-) a Indloataa ooapouml MM analyiad for but not dataotad at • laval alRnirioantly above tha laval raporiad la iabaratoff or flatd blanks.
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pago H

PASLET SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
TABLE 5 . ON-S1TB SOIL BORING SAMPLE RESULTS

June IK, 1991
Final HI Report

SAMPLE NUMBERS
UNITS
MATRII
SAMPLE DATE (1989)
SAMPLE DEPTH (Ft.)

BH-IA
"g/l«B
Soil
9-19
12-14

BH-1B
"8/ks
Soil
9-19
21-26

BH-2A
"B/ks
Soil
9-20
12-11

8H-2B
ug/kg
Soil
9-20
21-26

BII-3A
ug/kg
Soil
9-22
12-11

BH-3B 3A-DUP
ug/kg ug/kg
Soil Soil
9-22 9-22
21-26 12-11

3B-DUP BH-IA
ug/kg ug/kg
Soil Soil
9-21 9-20
21-26 12-11

BH-1B
ug/kg
Soil
9-21
21-26

BH-5A
"8/kg
Soil
9-21
12-11

BH-5B
ug/kg
Soil
9-21
22-21

BH-6A BII-6B
ug/kg ug/kg
Soil Soil
9-25 9-25
12-11 22-21

S0a-f OLATTLK OMUICS
Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalena
Acenaphthene
Dtbenzoruran
Fluorene
Phenanthrana
Anthraoene
dl-n-Butyl Phthalaty
Fluoranthana
Pyrene
bl»(2-Ethylhexyl) Phthalate
Chrysene
dt-n-Octyl Phthalate '

13J 150 5500 2900 1200J 290J 1700
88J 2500 5500 3000 13000 2100 15000
. 760J
- - - - - 220J I100J

280J 160J - 310J 1100J
310J 390J 220J 2500 880 2300

- - - - - 8 6 J 210J
69J

790

190J
260J

310J
-

100J
R
_
87J

270J
33J
87J
R
_

170J

390J
100J
I90J
R

160J
-

190
59J
100J
1900
55J
13J

150J
200J
210J

_
-
-

130J
32J
12J
_
_
-

120J
230J
280J

_
.
-

77J 680 120J 120J 76J 110J 120J

-.-•-; 2U

HOTEt
J
R

(-)
BH
DUP

Only those compounds that are deteoted either aa astlaiated, rejeoted or positive »alue In one or more aaaple are listed In this table.
Analyta present. Reported *alue a»y not be acourata or precise.
Unreliable Result Obtained. Data rejeoted by valldator and Is not usable.
Indicates compound was analysed for but not detected at a level significantly above tha level reported In laboratory or field blanks.
Borehole
Duplicate

TOO
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TABLE 5
PASLCT SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
ON-SITE SOIL BORIHO SAMPLE RESULTS (Contlmind)

June 11, 1991
Final HI Report

page I

SAMPLE NUMBER %
UNITS
HATRII
SAMPLE DATE
SAMPLE DEPTH

(1989)
(Ft.)

BH-7A
ug/kg
Soil
9-25
12-1H

BII-7B
ug/kg
Soil
9-25
22-2<l

BH-8A
ug/kg
Soil
10-23
12-K

DH-8B
ug/kg
Soil
10-23
22-2*

BH-EB-1
ug/1
Soil
9-19

BH-EB-2
«g/l

Water
9-20

BH-EB-3
ug/l
Water
9-21

BII-EB-1
UR/1

Hater
9-22

BH-EB-5
ug/l

Water
9-25

BH-EB-6
ug/1
Water
10-23

SKHI-fOLAnUt OKAHICS
Naphthalene
2-Hethy1naphthalene
Acenaphthena
Dlbensofuran
Dlethyl Phthalate
Fluor* ne
Phenanthrena
Anthracene
Dl-n-Butyl Phthalate
Fluornnthene *
Pyrene
bla (2-Ethylhexyl) Phthalate
Chrysena
di-n-ootyl Phthalate

650
2600

880J
9100 7500

3600
1800

280J 550J KBOJ

020 820J
910 1000J
170J
130J 210J 120J
71J - 17J
270J 150J 59J

H10J
120J

560J «90

D2J
39J

1000
19J

110J

110 130 82B 65B 7J 1J

HOTEt
J

BH
EB
B

Only those compounds that are detected either as estlauited, rejected or positive value In one or anra aaaple are Hated in this table.
Analyte present. Reported value Bay not be accurate or precise.
Unreliable Result Obtained. Data rejected by valldator and la not usable.
Indicates compound was analyted for but not detected at a level significantly above the level reported In laboratory or field blanks.
Borehole
Equlpannt Blank
Trace level (less than contract required detection Haiti Sea Appendli P)

£091 TOO IVc!
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TABLE 5
PASLET SOLfENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
ON-3ITC SOIL BOHINa SAMPLE RESULTS (Continued)

June 11. 1991
Final RI Report

SAMPLE NUMBER
UNITS
HATRII
SAMPLE DATE (1969)
SAMPLE DEPTH (Ft.)

tcunu OMANICS
Methylene Chloride
Acetone
1 , 1 -Dlchloroethane
Trans-1, 2-Dlohloroethene
Chlorofom
2-Butanone
1,1,1 -Trlohloroethane
Trtohloroethene
1 Methyl - 2-pentanone
Tetraohloroethene „
Toluene
Ethylbentene
Total lylene
1 , 1 ,2-Trlohloroethans

BH-1A BH-1B BH-2A BH-2B
ug/kg ug/kg ug/kg ug/kg
Soil Soil Soil Soil
9-19 9-19 9-20 9-20
12-11 21-26 12-11 21-26

1200J 790J
130J . - I10J
12J
99
9J - - -
R R R R
-

100J . . .
. . . .

21J - 12000
200 1200

500J
390 1000

. . . .

NOTEt Only those compounds that are detected either
J Analyte present.
R Unreliable Result

BH-3A
ug/kg
Soil
9-22
12-11

710J
-
-
-
-
R
-
_
.

180J
1100J
1600J
6000J

-

BH-3B 3A-DUP
ug/kg ug/kg
Soil Soil
9-22 9-22
21-26 12-11

— —

ttJ
.
-
-
R R
-

160J
.

55J 680J
160J 6900J
510J 2200J

R 8300J
• •

3B-DUP BH-1A
ug/kg ug/kg
Soil Soil
9-21 9-20
21-26 12-11

.
3U 19J
-
-
-
R R
-
_
-

21J
7J

.
-
- ••

as eattejated, rejected or positive
Reported value ajay not be accurate
Obtained. Data rejected by

or precise.
valldator and Is not

(-) Indicates compound was analysed for but not detected
BH Borehole

OOP Duplicate

usable.

BH-1B
ug/kg
Soil
9-21
21-26

.

.

.

.

.
R
.
.
-
.
_
-

12J
-

BH-5A
ug/kg
Soil
9-21
12.11

.

.

.

.

.
R
.
.
-
_
_
.
-
•

value in one

at a level significantly above the level

BH-5B
ug/kg
Soil
9-21
22-21

.
21J
-
.
-
R
.
_
_
_
_
-
-
•

BH-6A
ug/kg
Soil
9-25
12-11

17J
1BJ

_
-
.
R
-
_
_
.
.
-
-
™

or ajore saaiple

reported

BH-6B
ug/kg
Soil
9-25
22-21

.
-
_
-
-
R
.
_

3600
9700
230J
510J

2000
-

BH-7A
ug/kg
Soil
9-25
12-11

.

.
_
_
_
R
.
.
_

520
21J
23J
71
•

BH-7B
ug/kg
Soil
9-25
22-21

360J
-
_
-
-
R

320J
2800
.

21000
590J
330J
750

—

are Hated in this table.

in laboratory or field blanks.

TOO
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TABLE 5
PASLET SOLfENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
ON-SITE SOIL BOHIMO SAMPLE RESULTS (Continued)

June 14, 1991
Final RI Report

paga

SAMPLE NUMBER
UNITS
MATRII
SAMPLE DATE (1909)
SAMPLE DEPTH (Ft.)

HKTAL3
AluBlmw
Int 1*007
Araanlo
Bart us)
BerylluD
Cadaltai
Cobalt
Caloltai
ChroaluB)
Copper
Cyanide
Iron
Laad
Magnesltai
Hanganaaa
Mercury
Nickel
Potass lua)
Selenluai
Silver
Sodlua
Thai HUB
vanadlua
lino

NOTEl Full Target

BH-IA
•8'kg
Soil
9-»9
12-14

13300
_
_

38.8B
.
.

^6.18
14408

R
31.2

-
• R
59J

teoo
R

0.19
1?.1J
444B

-
-

75. 6B
.

24.6
T1.BJ

BH-1B BH-2A
Bg/kg Bg/kg
Soil Soil
9-19 9-?o
24-26 12-14

2010 14600
_ ,
_ _
- 29. TB
.
.
- 5.2B

964B 944B
R 29.6

16 25. T
-
R R
.

418B 840B
II R
.

9.8J
153B 6958

-
_

62B 10 IB
. .

4.3B 24.4
R 63.9J

Coapoond Hat Betels are
J Analyte present. Reported value any
R Unreliable

BH-2B BH-3A
e«/kg Bg/kg
Soil Soil
9-20 9-22
24-26 12-14

8130 3150
-

_ -
19. 3B

-
.

3.3B 3.4B
837B R

R 5.8
13.6 23.2

-
R 4520

12.6J
595B 406B

R 26.9
0.48

6.0J
130B 145B

-
_

788 118B
_ .

12.48 6.08
61.7J 3U

BH-3B
•B/kg
Soil
9-22
24-26

1130
.
_
-
-
-
.
R

3.4
20.7
.

2090
6.9J

2918
11.4

-
6.3J

-
-
_

143B
_

3-58
38. U

3B-DOP 3A-DUP
•g/kg a«/kg
Soil Soil
9-22 9-22
24-26 12-14

1700 3220
_

.
-
-
.

3.2B
R H
5 4.5

33.9 19.6
3.1

2170 4660
6.4J

3048 4098
7.6 30.4
1.1

6.1J
2458 1918
.
_

1528 1328
. •

4.68 5.18
58. U 31. 5J

BH-4A
«€'kg
Soil
9-20
12-14

5820
_
_
-
-
.

8.78
859B

R
16.3

-
R

12.2J
512B

R
-

T.1J
-
-
_

91.90
_ .

7.78
R

BH-4B
•B^g
Soil
9-21
24-26

1890
_
_
-
.
-.
_
R
R

24.0
-

2670
13. 7J
2738
7.9

0.94
6.5J

-
.

3.3J
1118

_
3.58
49.7J

BH-5A
•W'kg
Soil
9-21
12-14

4210
w

w

_
_
_
_
•

3.7
20.5
.

9100
13. 4J
2938

190
-
.
-
_
_

95.7B
_

3.88
48. 3J

BH-5B
•8'kg
Soil
9-21
22-24

2640
_

1.88
.
.
_
.
R

20.1
27.2

-
11300

7.5J
3238
23.3

-
-

2078
-
.

1488
. .

17.2
39.6J

BH-6A
••/kg
Soil
9-25
12-14

4710
_
_
.
-
-

4.4B
8038
7.5

12.3
.

4110
R

367B
22.7
.

5.8J
-
-
.
R
.

6.68
39. 8 J

BH-6B
•*'kg
Soil
9-25
22-24

1280
_
_
-
-
-
_

7848
2.2J

10.7
.

1970
17.3J
242B
8.7

0.28
-
-
.

3.2J
R
.
-
R

Hated in thla table.
not be accurate or

Result Obtained. Data retooled by valldator
(-) Indloataa ooapound waa

B Traoe leva]
DWP Duplicate

BH Borehole

(less than
•nalyied for but not detected at

precise.
and la
a level

contract required detection Haiti See

not usable.
significantly

Appendli F)
above the level reported In laboratory or field blanka.

TOO 1^^
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Page N

SAMPLE NUMBER
UNITS
MATRIX
SAMPLE DATE (1989)
SAMPLE DEPTH (Ft.)

HKTALS
AliMlnu*
Antlaony
Arsenic
BarluB
Berylltai
Cadvluo
Cob.lt
Caloluai
Chrcmlue
Copper
Cyanide
Iron
Lead
Magnesium
Manganese
Mercury
Nickel
Potass IU»
Selenlu»
Silver
Sodlui
Thai Ilia
faiMdlua
Zlno

NOTEi Full Target

BH-TA
•g/kg
Soil
9-25
12-14

13700
-

1.7B
34. 3B

-
_

• .58
875B
12.8
25.8

_
14000

,.
SUB
46.7
.
_
-
_
..
R

•
18.2
202J

BH-7B
•g/kg
Soil
9-25
22-24

1610
.
-
.
-
-
.

865B
-

11.2
_

2120
R

264B
9.2

0.27
.
.
_
_
R
-
_
-

Compound list awtals
J Analyt. present. Reported
R Unreliable Result Obtained

value

TABLE 5

BH-flA
•g'kg
Soil
10-23
12-1*

10800
-
-

27B
-
-

4.5B
11 SOB
16. 4J
29.*

-
1KOOJ
22.2J
«77B
37.9
0.«3J

_
• 17B

_
•

55.0B
-

17. 2B
«3.6J

• re listed
m»f not be

. Oat. rejected
(-) Indicates compound was analysed

• Trace level
BH Borehole

(leas than oontraot
for but not

PASLET SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
OM-SITE SOIL BORING SAMPLING DATA (Continued)

BH-8B
•g/kg
Soil
10-23
22-2H

2200J
-
-
-
-
-
_

138B
5.U

16.9
_

3170J
•

I92B
32.9

-
.

500B
_

5.3
34. 78

-
5.8J

49.5J

EB-1
ug/1

Water
9-19

—

-
-
-
-
-
.
.

13.0
-
_

12500
6.2
.

83.7
-
_
-
.
w
.
-
_
-

EB-2
ug/1

Water
9-20

_
-
-
-
-
-,
.

10 IB
7.7B
.

10.6
24100

6.4
-

205
-
.
.
-
_

55. 6B
-
.

23.2

EB-3
ug/1

Water
9-21

_
-
-
-
-
-
.

151B
.
.
_

62. 9B
_
.
-
-
-
-
-
_

61. 6B
-
-

20.1

EB-k
ug/1

Water
9-22

_
-
-
-
-
-
_

92. 4B
-
-
-

279
8.0

-
-
-
-
-
-
_

1168
-
-

26.8

EB-5
ug/1

Water
9-25

^
-
-
-
-
-
.

3I2B
6.2J

-
-

218
11.8
I38B

-
-
-
.
-
.

186B
-
-
*

June 14, 1991
Final HI Report

EB-6
ug/1

Water
10-23

_
-
-
-
-
-
-
.

6.8J
-
•
.
-

52. BB
-
-
-

1230B
-
-

80. IB
-
-
—

In this table
accurate or precise.

by v.lldator and
detected

Is not usable.
at . level significantly above the level reported In laboratory or field blanks.

required detection Haiti See Appendix F)

EB Equipment Blank

,QC,1

t
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TABLE 6 • ON SITE SOIL SAMPLE DATA - TOTAL VOCs GREATER THAN 1 PPM

PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
HEMPSTEAD, NEW YORK

Tl

I'

SURFACE SOIL

SAMPLE

LOCATION
1

2
3

7

10

12

16

17
IB

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

30

31

34

35

36

37

40

41

45

46

60

TOTAL VOC

CONCENTRATION

<PPB)
1594

7953

1312

1000

5770

47691

2*153

7147
55100

9*0

33*30

129000

92000

904*1

791*0

60500

1550

603000

25*000

2300

56500

23700

98000

270000

231221

30000

1*600

22600

TOTAL VOC

PRIMARY BORING DEPTH CONCENTRATION PRIMARY

CONTAMINANTS (*) LOCATION FT (PPB) CONTAMINANTSC)

trant-1 .2-dichlorottriant
trant-1 .2-dichloro»rh«nt

trant-1 .2-dichloro»th»n«
trant-1 .2-dichloro»th»n«
trichloroathan*
t«trachloro*th*n«
trant-1. 2-diehloro«th*n« 3 12 19300 tthytbanwna.xyHna

22 1200 tolu«n«.*thyfb«nz*nt
trant-1 ,2-dichlorottn«n«

xytan*

toluan*

action*

1.1.1-trichlorctttharw 7 22 26000 t«trachlorc*th«nt
tolucn*

tofutnt

trichloroattwn*

•thylbannna

tatrachlorc*th«n«

t*trachlorotth*n«

tatrachloro*th«n« 1 22 1*00 mathyien* chlondt. xylane

t«trachloroath«n« 6 22 16000 tetrachktfo*th*n*
4-m»myl-2-p«nl«non«

Utrachloroathtn*

trant-1 .2-dichloroatharw
toiuant 2 12 15*00 t*trachloro»tn«n«

trichloroatrwn*

t*trachloro*th«nt

thchloroathvna

tatrachloroatnafw
chloroform

tatraehloroathan*
xyl«n«

tatrachloroatrtana

tatrachloroatrww
xytcna
t*trachloro*th«na
tttrachloroatfwn*
tricrtloroatharte J

chlorolorm *->
trant-l .2-dichloro*tn«n«——————————————————————————————— — —— — —————— — —— - —— • —— — f-^

Each primary contaminant account* for at Itttt 20H of th» tottl VOC concentration O

en
O
CO
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TABLE 7

cimm or CHEKICALS of WTEKTUI CONCERN FOR THE
WtSLfY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE

Ch.ic.1

Organic Chenicals:

Aee-^^then*
Anthracene
Benzene
Chloroform
Chrytene
Oiber.iofuran
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dichloroethan« (total)
1,1-Dichloroethene
trats-1,2-Diehloro«thtne
Oi-n-butylpi-thalate
Di-r-otty' ip'-thalate
Etr,y!S>«"2ene
bistJ-EthylhexyOphthalate
Flgc-a-.thene
f lucrene
4-he'. "y' -2'pentanorie
Hethyien* chloride
2 -Me t"y I nap* that en*
kepr t h« ;«ie
Phe~a*.threne
Pyeie
Tetra:hioroethene
Toluene
1,1,1-Triehloroethane
Tr ier . io*pethen«
Vinyl chloride
kylenes (te:al>

A-.: i m;iy
•-; j-, ie
Bf \f
ie-yl liur,
Caariu?-.
Chror.iun
Ccbalt
Cyanide
Lea: >
Kiiganete
Hickel
Silver
Thallitn
Viiiiiift
Zinc

On Sftt
Surface
Soil

,
»
•
X
•
-
•
•
X
X
•
•
-
X
•
•
.
•
X
X
•
-
X
X
• .
X
X
X

X
X
X
•
*

X
•
•
X
•
•
•
X
X
X

On Sftt
Stteurfact

toll

X
X
•
X
X
X
X
X
•
X
•
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
-
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
•
X
-
•
•
•
X
•
X

"

Opptr Clacfal
Aqulftr

.
•
X
X
•
•
•
•
X
X
•
•
X
•
•
•
-
-
X
X
•
•
X
X
X
X
-
X

-
•
•
X
-
X
•
-
X
•
•
•
•
•

Upper Kagothy
Aquifer

•
•
•
-
-
-
X
•
X
X
•
•
•
-
•
•
•
-
-
•
•
•
•
•
X
•
•

X
•

•
-
X
•
•

x

* * Mot selected »t • chemical of potential concern.
X * Selected as a chwr.ical of potential concern. co

O
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tAILE 8

SUWtART OF CHEMICALS DETECTED U OK-SJTE SUMACE 8DIL SAMPLES
fASLET SOLVEKTS AMD CHEMICALS (•}

<Concentrat tone reported in

Cnemieel

Organic Chemicals:

Acetone
Anthracene
8enzene
•enzo(a)enthraeene
lenio(b>f luoranthene
•enzo(k)f luoranthene
•enio(B,h,Operyltne
»enzo(e)pyrene
2-lutenone
CMorobenzene
Chleroethene

• Chlorofor*
Chry*en*
Ci-n-butylprithalate
1,2-Ciehlorooenzene
1,1-DieMeroethane

• 1,1-Cicfucroetherie
• trens-1,2-Cichloroethene

t ra-tt • 1 , 3 -D i eh I oropropene
Ethyl benzene

• b-:s{2-Ethylhexyl>pr.thelate
Fliwanthene
Inoenoti;2,3-c,d)pyrene
Ktthyier* Chloride

• 2-MethylnepMhelene
• Kapfcthalene

Phenanthrene
Pyrene

• Te:rachleroethene
• Toluene

1,1,1-Triehloroethane
• Triehloroethene
• Viny! Chloride
• Xylenet

Inorg«-iic Chemicals:
AIu"ir«Lr,
An: imoiy

? Arjenie
• »ariur

Calciurr
• Chrominn

Cot* It
Coppe-
Cy§nio> ,
Iron

• Lead
KcgnetiifT
Wi-vf»nete
He^eury
Hi eke I
Pctatiium

• Thalliir.
• Vartadiur.
• Zinc

Frequency of
Detection (b)

18 /SO
2 / 1 0
4 /36
1/10
4 /10
2 / 1 0
2 /10
3 / 1 0

13/34
2 /47
1 / 50u / so
S / 10
8/10
3 / 1 0

V) t 50
1 / 12

33 / U
3 / 3e

14 / 50
2 / 6
6 / 1 0
1 / 10

2 2 / 4 0e / 10
6 / 1 0e / 10e / 10

*J / 48
26 / A?
17 /48
41 / 49

9 / 4 9
21 / 49

10 / 10
2 / 1 0e / e

10 / 10
10 / 10
10 / 10
9 / 1 0

10 / 10
4 / 1 0

10 / 10
10 / 10
10 / 10
10 / 10
1/10
9 1 10

10 / 10
5 / 9

10 / 10
10 / 10

lance of Detected
Concentration*

6.026
0.53

0.006
2

0.33
0.45
0.83
0.75

0.039
0.011

• 14
• 1.4
• 0.087
.6
• 2.6
• 0.98
• 0.84
• 1.8
• 0.46
• 0.048

0.079
0.008
4.29
0.29
O.B9

0.006

• 17
• 3.4 -
• 150
• 2.8
• 0.58

0.046
0.015 • 82

0.00$
0.013 ~

6.8
0.36

- 3
• 120
• S.9

0.88
0.012
0.46
0.38
0.37
0.57
0.01

0.008
0.0098
0.004
0.068
0.01

2.670
16.7
2.8

29.5
5,530

9.9
2.9

15.9
0.3

11,100
130

2,8,20
73.6jj
7.7
350

2
10.1
130

• 0.74
• 10
• 43
• 3.1
• 4.6
• 270
• 470
• 6.9
• 120
• 0.67
• 35

9.630
48
17.1
430
44,300
58.1
7.6
74.8
4.4
41,800
1,230
22,100
270

1
25.1
980
3.3
37.7no

(a) Sanples 1-10 (composite samples) and 1AJ-50AB.
(b) The ru/Tt*r e* samples in which the chemical was detected divided by

the total fxrrber of samples analyzed for that chemical.

• « Selected as chemical of potential concern.

o
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1AILE8 (continued)
SLWURY or CHEMICALS DETECT EC IN UPPER GLACIAL AQUIFER GKOUNMUTER

PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS (•)

(Concentrations reported in ug/L>

Chemical

Organic Chemicals:

• ienzene
Aetna pr.thene
Aetna pfthylen*
Chloroberuene

* Chloroform
Dic«er.iofuran
1,1-Dichloroethan*
1,1-Dichlo'-oethen«
tran»'1,2-Dichloroethene
Ethylberviene
Fluorene
2-Kethylnaphthalene
naphthalene
di-n-OctylpMhalete
»henanthr*ne
Te:rack, loroethene
Toluene
1,1 , 1-Triehloroethane
Triehloroethene
Xylenes

Inorgiiie Chemicals:

AlkT.irxj-
la-iir

• ie-ylliir
Caleiir

• Chroriij-
* Cobalt

Cya-.ide
Iro-

• Leei
Manganese
Hiekel
S t i v e -
SCXSiLT
VanaSiir-
Zin:

tangc

Upgrediem (b)

2.75 - 25.5
«D
W
«D
no
•D
«D
»

2.25
ID
MD
KD
-K)

2
MD

25. 5
ND
MD

11.5
MD

4,030 • 42,100
68. B • 111

1.7
16,100 • 56,000

23.1 • 4J.6
10.9

TO
4,690 • 2B.900

ND
1,060 • 12,200
53. B • 129

MD
4,280 • 35,300

J4.7
1,3*0 • 3,200

ef Detected Concentrate

On Site (e)

12 • 51 .5
1 • 6.5

10 • 16.5
250

53.5
2 • 5
465

73
2.75 • 31,000

425
I • 6.5

36 • 103.5
225
«D

2.5 - 5
1.5 - 125.5
1.5 • 1.100
3,200

1 • 230
11.5 • 1,600

141 • 23,400
50.2 • 112

0.73
13,900 • 23,600

15.6 - 27.7
16
15

2,530 • 99,100
6.2 • 15.3

1,360 • 16,000
46.3
5.6

35,400 • 590,000
27.6

59.1 - 859

an*

toungradient (d)

e.s
•D
MD
MD
25
MD

23.5
MDe • 102.5
50
MD

12.5
41
MD
MD

3 - 31
2

5.25 • 265
15 • 205
54.5

861 • 97,400
56.6 • 572

6.6
19,500 • 22,500

63.6 • 25B
40.6 • 194

MD
5,410 • 152.000

9.5 • 54.6
4,220 • 5.630

100 - 207
MD

17,000 -28,700
94.6

192 • 1,070

(a) The reported range represents conemtretione fo^nd at shallou end intermediate depths
within the we!I.

(t) well 1.
(c) be!I 2.
(d) well 4.
1C « He: detected.
• • Selected at chemical of potential concern.

o
Q
1—•

600074



r

"v

TABLE 8 (continued)
CLMHUY Of CHEMICALS DETECTED IN CM-SITE BUBSUKFACE SOIL

MSLET BOLVEVTS AND CHEMICALS (•)

(Concentrations reported in

f rcqjtncy ef lange of Detected
Chemical Detection (b) Concentration*

Orjanie Chemicals:

Acenaphthene
Anthracene
CM or of or*
Chrysene
Ciberaofuran
1,1-Dichloroethant
1,2-Dichloroethene
trans • 1 ,2-D i ch loreethene
Di-n-octylphthalate
Ethylbenzene
bis(2-Ethylhexyt>phthalate
Fluoranthene
Fluorerw
4-Hethyl-2-pentinone
Kethyl«r»e Chloride
2-he:hy!n*phth»len*
h»p*-thtlen<
Pherv«nthr»r»e
Pyrerit
Tt:r»:hloro<thtne
Tolwcr*
1,1,1-Tfiehloro»thtr>»
Trichloroethent

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/

Xylenes (tot*l> 7 /

C.S1
C.16 • 0.17
0.0058

C.019 • 0.12
O.S2 • 0.42
0.0073

O.OS
0.05

€.13
0.18
O.T1

0.045
0.18 f

0.0098
0.48
0.25
0.12

O.W9
0.12

0.0MB
0.03e
C.042

0.0073

o.u
1.1
4.9
0.16
0.62e
0.60
7.6
4.2
1.5
0.21
11
2.9
0.16
1.4
4.8

Jno-jtiic Chemicals:

Aliriru/r
Aniimoiy
»r*enie
Ei-iur
Beryl liur.
C»3-iirr.
COM it
Coaoe-
HtJ-vttitT,
Mercury
Mictel
PotiStiUTTi

• Silver
Sodiurr

• V«n«diin

a /i /
2 /
3 /
1 /
1 /
6 /
8 /
8 /
7 /
5 /
5 /
3 /
6 /
8 /

2,300
4

1.1
22.2

0
0

2.9
11.5
304
0.1
3.9
210
1.9

44.9
4.6

• 11,400
• $

1.2
110

4
4
5.6
24.4
1,110o!s
7.1
460
2.9
136
18.4

(l) Staples IN-1 - BH-B.
(b) The nurfecr of ttnplts in which the ehtnieit *•* detected divided by

the tot*! riuTber ef cwnples analyzed for that chemical.

• * Selected as chemical ef potential concern.

I>
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PAi 001

TAIJLE 9

POTENTIAL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS FOR TUP. PASI.EY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
CURRENT LAND USE CONDITIONS

Eipnsmc Medium Source MM! Medunbni of Reteaae
Fnimlicl
Receptor Ripomre Rfwie Potential for SIHficanl Method of RvakMtkm

Surface Soil

Subsurface SoU

Groundwalcr

Air (vapon)

Alr(«*P°n)

Air (Art)

PMI tpMh and direct discharge from
on atae tanks to tnrlace aoU

Dhed dbchaife from on tHe lank*
or teacfclm (row Mif ace aoib

Migrillon to paMk water supply weHl

VotatHuAllon of dienilcali from foil
to air

VoUtlttntkm of ckemlcab from aoH
to air

Tretpanera

Trespasser*

RetMents

Trespassers

Nearoy residents

iMCMKHlM IngCSl KM, OCflBM

absorption

afasorptNNI

demuri «bjoq»(lo« o4
cticmioli ottnnf IMmC IMC

None. SMe foil kM bee* coneicd bf |ra«d
•nd MXXM to icMricied. No ptMcMUl for
direct contact or toddemil tafaikM abtt.

None* rCflOM do BOt OOMC
with MitawfMe toM.

None. Site i
migrated to public sup rtb, Mtd no
private raidetilUI wclta aM ne«r or
do«ni|ndleiit of the iJle.

None. AlllNMcli«ol*lffiz*lkMiorcliemk>li
Mliy OOCW( MOCM fO InC MlC H RSlficlCO.

Low. Dbpenlon to MnMeM air
tiKnlllcaMljr dtcitOM cowxMrallow of

OuMtlullve. EmlMkM
bMCll INI

Dual released from surface sod to air Trespassers/
Nearby residents

OMOMlfnllOM.

NOM.
became iMe soil fcM been cowered by
jmvel. piiflnd't wie SOOCM • roinctcd
•nd tresp«sscn are not expected.

r )
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PAI 001

TABLE 10

ORAL CRITICAL 10XICITT VALUES FOR CMFMICALS Of POTENTIAL CONCERN
PASUY SOIVCNIS AND CHEMICALS

Chenlcal

Organic*:

Acenaphthen*
Anthracene
Beniene
Chtorofor*)
Chrysene
Dlbeniofuran
1.1-Dichloroethana
1,2-Dichloroethana
1 . 1 -0 1 ch 1 oroethene
cis-1,2-0ichloroetherw
tram- 1.2-DlcM oroethene
Oi-n-butylphthalate
Dl-n-octylphthatat*
Ethyl Oentene
Sls<2-ethylheKyl)phthaUtt
Fluoranthene
Fluor ene
Nethylene Chloride
2 -Methyl naphtha! ana
Naphthalene
Phenanthrena
Pyrene
TetrachloroctHcfw
Toluene
1,1,1-Trlchloroetham
Trlchl oroethene
Vinyl Chloride
Mylenea Ctotal)

Chronic RfO Uncertainty
(mg/kg-day) Factor (a)

4.00E-02
3.00E-01...
1.00E-02...
...
1.00E-01
...
9.00E-03
...
2.00E-02
LOOT -01
2.006-02
1.00E-01
2.00E-02
4.00E-02
4.00E-02
6.00E-02...
4.00E-03...
3.00E-02
t.OOC-02
2.00E-01
9.00E-02
7.35E-03...
2.00E«00

3.000
3.000
...

1.000
...
...

1,000
...

1.000
...
.000
,000
.000
,000
.000
3.000
3.000
100
...

10,000
...

3.000
1.000
1,000
1.000
1,000
...
100

Target
Organ (b)

.

liver
None observed...
Liver...
...
Kidney...
liver...
liver
Mortality
liver/Kidney
Liver/Kidney
Liver
Kidney/Liver
Nnnatology
liver
...
<«ody Weight...
Kidney
liver
liver/Kidney
Liver
liver...
CNS, Mortality

RfO
Source

IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
...

NEAST
HEAST
IRIS
IRIS
...
IRIS
IRIS

NEAST •
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
...

NEAST
NEAST
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
NA
...
IRIS

Slope Factor (SF)
<a>l/kg-day>-1

...
2.90E-02
6.10E-03
...
...
...

9.10E-02
6.00E-01...
...
...
...
...

1.40E-02...
...

r.soE-03......... fc...
5.10E-OZ
...
...

1.10E-02
1.90E*00
...

EPA Weight
of Evidence SF

Classification (c) Source

0
A
•2
•2
0
C
•2
C
0
...
...
...
9
•2...
0
•2... t
0
0
D
•2
0
0
•2
A
D

* ••

IRIS
. IRIS

IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
IRIS
...
... .
...
IRIS
IRIS...
IRIS
IRIS...
IRIS

. IRIS
IRIS

NEAST
IRIS
IRIS

NEAST
HEAST
IRIS
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f- TABLE II

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE
PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SFTE

x_^.

Upper Bound Hazard Index for
Exposure Pathway •- Excess Lifetime Noncarctnooenic

_______________________________ Cancer Risk* _____ Effects*

CURRENT LAND USE:

Inhalation
0-30 Year Old Residents «x10*7 *1
Adult Residents 6x1 D*7 <1

FUTURE LAND USE:

Soil Ingestion
Workers 2x1 0* <1

Derma' Absorption from Soil Matrix
i. Workers -^clO* - - - -<1 - --

Inhalation
Workers 7x1 0"5 <1

Ingestion of Upgradient Upper Glacial Groundwater
Wo-kers 3x1 0'5 <1
0-30 Yea' Old Residents 2x10"* <1
Adult Residents 1x1 V* <1

^^ Ingestion o* On Sue Upper Glacial Groundwater
Workers 2x10"* >1
0-30 Yea- Old Residents 9x10"* >1
Adji: Residents 7x1 CT* >1

Ingesion o^ Downgradient Upper Glacial Aquifer
Grojno'waier

0-30 Yea- Old Residents 5x10"* >1
!: Residents 4x10"* • >1

Ingestion o' Upgradient Upper Magothy Aquifer
Groundwater

Workers — <1
0-30 Year Old Residents — <1
Adult Residents — <1

oo
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TABLE 11 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE
PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE

Exposure Pathway
Upper Bound

Excess Lifetime
Cancer Risk*

Hazard Index for
NoncarcJnooenic

Effects*
FUTURE LAND USE

Ingestion of On Site Upper Magothy Aquifer
Groundwater

Workers
0-30 Year Old Residents
Adurt Residents

Ingestion of Downgradient Upper Magothy Aquifer
Groundwater

0-30 Year Old Residents
Aduh Residents

Inhalation While Showering with Upgradient Upper
Giaria' G^oundwater

Adult Residents

Inhalation While Showering with On Site Upper
Giacia' Groundwater

Aduh Residents
Inhalation While Showering with Downgradient
Upper Gia:ia' Groundwater

Adut: Residents

Inhalation While Showering with Upgradient Upper
Magothy Groundwater

Adult Residents

Inhalation While Showering with On Site Upper
Magothy Groundwater

AOJ!: Residents

Inhalation While Showering with Downgradient
Upper Magothy Groundwater

Adutt Residents

r5

ixi cr4

1x1 cr4

2x10'9
axi cr5

7x10"

2x1 Ou

3x10's

NE

4x10"1

4x10"1

<1

<1

NE

<1

* The upperbound individual excess lifetime cancer risk represents the additional probability
that an individual may develop cancer over a 70-year lifetime as a result of exposure
conditions evaluated.

b The hazard index indicates whether or not exposure to mixtures of noncarcinogenic
chemicals may result in adverse health effects. A hazard index less than one indicates
that adverse human health effects are unlikely to occur. .

— B Not applicable. Chemicals of potential concern for this pathway do not exhibit carcinogenic (or
noncarcinogenic) effects.

NE = Not evaluated. Pathway only evaluated for chemicals of concern which volatilize.
cc
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TABLE 12 POTENTIAL ARARS FOR GROUNOWATER CONTAMINANTS

PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICAL SITE
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TABLE 12 Conld POTENTIAL ARARS : OUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS
PASLEV SOLVENTS AND CHEMICAL SITE
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TABLE'12 continued

NOTES:

J - ANAL VIE PRESENT. REPORTED VM.UES MAV NOT BE ACCURATE OR PRECISE.

P - PROPOSED VALUE
NS - NO STANDARD ORGUOELME EXISTS

O -GUDANCE VALUES

NO -NOT D£TECTAB.E

(•) SAFE ORMKMG WATER ACTMAXNUMOONTAMMANTLEva

.zs. 1990.
fc)«NYCflH PART 703

MSAFEDfV«UNaWATERACTMA)UMUM(X)NTAMMANTlEVELGOM.9

CORRESPOND TO MDPOMT OF MSK RANGE FOB POTENTIAL CARCMOGENS ONLY)
id) CORRESPONDS TO AN MCREASEDUFETME CANCER HSK OF IE -6. CALCULATED FROM SLOPE FACTORS PUBLISHED M THE HEALTH EFFECTS ASSESSMENT SUMMARV

TABLES (1991) AS FOLLOWS: REFERENCE CONCENTRATION- |lE-«X70KG|/|aLOPEFACTORMfiia/M>/DAV)XSUDAV|

|h) TOTAL ORGANIC CHEMICALS CANNOT EXCEED 100 UOJL.
I) PROPOSED FOR REVISION

(| APFUES TO EACH tSOMERMOMDUMtV

fi) SECONDARY Ma
R NO HUMAN HEALTH STANDARDS. THIS STANDARD IS FOR PROTECTION OF AQUATIC UFE.
(m) TWO OPTIONS PROPOSED BY EPA HESU.TWQ M DTFERENT STANDARDS.

M IF IRON * MANGANESE ARE PRESENT. THE TOTAL CONCENTRATION OF BOTH SHOULD NOT EXCEED 900 MCU.

M FORMULA TO DElEfMME STANDARD EXP(Of«pt (PPM HARDNESS))»IM
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233 ~ 7010

Thomas C. Jorilng
1 8 109? Comm....on.r

Ms. Carole Petersen
Chief
NY/Caribbean Superfund Branch II
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region II
26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10278

Dear Ms. Petersen:

Re: Pasley Solvents & Chemicals Site ID No. 130016
Draft Record of Decision

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC) has reviewed the March 13, 1992 draft Record of
Decision (ROD)for the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals site, as
telexed to us on March 16, 1992.

The remedy presented in the draft ROD includes treating
contaminated soil via soil vacuuming followed by soil
flushing, if necessary, and treating groundwater via metals
precipitation/air stripping with vapor phase granular
activated carbon/GAS polishing.

As per conversations between our respective staff, this
March 13 draft reflects the several changes made to the
March 5, 1992 draft. Consequently, the NYSDEC concurs with
the draft ROD for the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals site.

Sincerely,

Edward 0. Sullivan
Deputy Commissioner

cc: M. Hauptmann, USEPA-Region II
S. Henry, USEPA-Region II

oc
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
FOR THE REMEDIAL ACTION .

AT THE
PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SUPERFUND SITE
TOWN OF HEMPSTEAD, NASSAU COUNTY, NEW YORK

Section Page

INTRODUCTION................................................... 1

I. OVERVIEW.................................................. 2

II. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS.......... 3

III. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS,
COMMENTS, CONCERNS AND RESPONSES.......................... 4
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
FOR THE

PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SITE
TOWN OF HEMPSTEAD, NEW YORK

INTRODUCTION

This Responsiveness Summary provides a summary of citizen's
comments and concerns and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA) responses to those comments regarding the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Reports and Proposed Plan
for the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals Site (Pasley Site or Site).
EPA, in consultation with the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), will select a final cleanup
remedy for the Pasley Site only after reviewing and considering
all public comments received during the public comment period.

EPA held a public comment period from February 14, 1992 through
March 15, 1992 to provide interested parties with the opportunity
to comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan for the Pasley Site.'
A Public Information Meeting was held to discuss the remedial
alternatives described in the FS and to present EPA's preferred
remedial alternatives for controlling contamination at the Site.
The meeting was held at the Town of Hempstead Town Hall,
Hempstead, New York on March 5, 1992 at 7:00 p.m.

Community interest appears primarily to focus on ground water
contamination on Long Island rather than the Site and EPA's
Proposed Plan. Approximately 15 people attended the meeting.
The audience consisted of a representative from the local
environmental citizens' group, local businessmen, residents, and
state and local government officials. Since there were only a
few questions from the audience, the question and answer session
was brief. EPA was asked to clarify some specifics of the
Proposed Plan. A summary of the questions posed during the
meeting are provided in Section III.

This community relations responsiveness summary is divided
into the following sections:

I. OVERVIEW: This section briefly outlines the EPA's
preferred remedial alternative.

II. BACKGROUND: This section provides a brief history of
community concerns and interests regarding the Pasley
Site.

1 Written contents prepared by HM Northeast (EHV1) on behalf of a
group of defendants in Connander Oil Corporation v. Advance Food Service
Eouitment et al. . 90 Civ. 1243 (E.D.N.Y.) are also included in this
Responsiveness Sunnary.
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III. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS, COMMENTS,
CONCERNS AND RESPONSES: This section summarizes oral
comments received by EPA at the public meeting for the
Pasley Site and those raised in written comments by
ERM-Northeast.

I. OVERVIEW

At the time of the public comment period, EPA published its
preferred alternative for the Pasley Site located in the Town of
Hempstead, Nassau County, New York. EPA generally prefers
treatment or removal technologies which reduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of waste contaminants.

EPA screened possible alternatives, giving consideration to nine
key criteria:

Threshold criteria, including

Overall protection of human health and the
environment

Compliance with Federal, State, and

local environmental and health laws

Balancing criteria, including

— Long-term effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness

Reduction of mobility, toxicity, or volume

Ability to implement

Cost, and

Modifying criteria, including
9

State acceptance, and

— Local acceptance.

EPA weighed State and local acceptance of the remedy prior to
reaching the final decision regarding the remedy for the Site. £

EPA's selected alternatives for cleaning up contaminated soils and 0
ground water at the Site are: Soil Treatment Alternative 7 - Soil c
Vacuuming and Soil Flushing; and Ground Water Treatment Alternative *~
4 - Metals Precipitation/Air Stripping with Vapor Phase Granular ^
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Activated Carbon/GAG Polishing. Based on current information, the
preferred alternatives provide the best balance of trade-offs among
the alternatives, with respect to the nine criteria, above, that
EPA uses to evaluate alternatives.

II. BACKGROUND

Community concern appears high in relation to the overall issue of
ground water contamination on Long Island but minimal in regarding
the Pasley Site in particular.

To obtain public input on the feasibility study report and the
proposed remedy, EPA held a public comment period from February 14
to March 15, 1992, and accepted written comments from ERM on March
31, 1992.

EPA's community relations efforts included preparation of a
community relations plan (CRP) in October 1987; an informational
public meeting on the Work Plan for the Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) on October 26, 1988; and the
establishment of site information repositories, which contain the
RI/FS Report and other relevant documents, located at EPA Region II
office in New York City and the Nassau Library System ; and a
public meeting notice that appeared in the February 14, 1992
edition of Newsday. In addition, EPA prepared a Fact Sheet,
describing the Agency's proposed plan for the Site. This proposed
plan fact sheet was sent to the information repository and
distributed to citizens and officials listed on EPA's site mailing
list in November 1991. A public meeting was held on March 5, 1992.

The CRP for the Pasley Site states that the community's primary
request at the onset of RI/FS activities was that accurate
information regarding the Site be made available to the public.
The local official and community residents who were interviewed
during the development of the CRP, expressed interest in
participating in the remedial decision making process and learning
about the availability of a Technical Assistance Grant.

The issues raised at the March 5, 1992 public meeting were
different from those originally identified in the CRP.
Approximately 15 people, including a representative from the local
environmental citizens' group, local businessmen, residents, and
state and local government officials attended the meeting. During
the question and answer session, EPA was asked to clarify some
specifics of the Proposed Plan. A summary of the questions posed
during the meeting is provided in Section III.

oo
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III. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS. COMMENTS. CONCERNS
AND RESPONSES

This section summarizes oral comments raised at the public meeting
and EPA's responses to these comments.

A. SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES FROM THE PUBLIC MEETING
CONCERNING THE PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SUPERFUND SITE

COMMENT:

A member of the Citizens Committee for Civic Action wanted to
know if the contamination from the Pasley Site could mix with
the contamination from the Purex site.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

The 100 parts per billion (ppb) total volatile organic
compounds contaminant isopleth (line of equal concentration)
from the Purex site, as defined by the Consent Order between
Purex Company and the State of New York, is plotted on Figure
3 of the ROD. The isopleths for the Pasley Site are plotted
in Figures 3 through 5 of the ROD. Based on the plots of the
contaminant plumes for both the Pasley Site and the Purex
site, EPA concluded that the two plumes are not intersecting;
therefore the contamination from the plumes are not likely to
mix. However, during the remedial design process, EPA and the
NYSDEC will ensure that the effectiveness of the Pasley ground
water remediation is not influenced by the ground water
recovery system at the adjacent Purex site.

COMMENT:

The same citizen asked how long it would take to remediate the
Site under EPA's proposed remedy.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

The soil remediation alternative is estimated to take
approximately six '(6) months for construction to be completed
and two years for soil vacuuming to meet cleanup goals.

The groundwater remediation alternative is estimated to take
two (2) years for construction to be completed and may take
between 10 to 40 years for ground water cleanup goals to be
attained, although a shorter period may actually be required.

The wide time range for cleanup goals for ground water to be
attained is based on recent studies which have indicated that
pumping technologies may contain uncertainties in achieving

o
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the ppb concentrations required under State and Federal ground
water cleanup criteria over a reasonable period of time.
However, these studies also indicate significant decreases in
contaminant concentrations early in system implementation,
followed by a leveling out. For these reasons, the selected
ground water treatment alternative stipulates contingency
measures, whereby the groundwater extraction and treatment
system's performance will be monitored on a regular basis and
adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected during
operation. Modifications may include any or all of the
following:

a) at individual wells where cleanup goals have been
attained, pumping may be discontinued;

b) alternating pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation
points;

c) pulsed pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow
adsorbed contaminants to partition into groundwater; and

d) installation of additional extraction wells to facilitate
or accelerate cleanup of the contaminant plume.

If it is determined, on the basis of the preceding criteria and the
system performance data, that certain portions of the aquifer
cannot be restored to their beneficial use in a reasonable time
frame, all or some of the following measures involving long-term
management may occur, for an indefinite period of time, as a
modification of the existing system:

a) engineering controls such as physical barriers, source
control measures, or long-term gradient control provided by
low level pumping, as containment measures;

b) chemical-specific ARARs may be waived for the cleanup of
those portions of the aquifer based on the technical
impracticability of achieving further contaminant reduction;

c) institutional controls, in the form of local zoning
ordinances, may be, recommended to be implemented and
maintained to restrict access to those portions of the aquifer
which remain above remediation goals;

d) continued monitoring of specified wells; and

e) periodic reevaluation of remedial technologies for _
groundwater restoration. x>

The decision to invoke any or all of these measures may be made
during a periodic review of the remedial action, which will occur S
at intervals of no less often than every five years. ^
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COMMENT:

A citizen wanted to know if the plume would be contained
during remediation or would it continue to migrate.

EPA' S
RESPONSE:

Once groundwater begins to be extracted as part of the ground
water remedial action, the plume would be contained. Accurate
placement of the extractions wells is imperative so that the
entire plume is captured. The location of these extraction
wells would be determined in the remedial design phase.

COMMENT:

A citizen asked who will be paying for remediation of the Site
including the operation and maintenance (O&M) for soil and
ground water. Will the potentially responsible parties (PRPs)
be responsible for the costs or will the Superfund pay for the
cleanup?

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

At the Pasley Site, Commander Oil Corporation, agreed to
perform the RI/FS by signing an Administrative Order on
Consent, Index NO. II-CERCLA-80212 on August 19, 1988. After
the signing of the Record of Decision (ROD), EPA will mail
notice letters to Commander and any additional PRPs that may
be identified inviting them to implement the remedy as
outlined in the ROD. If the PRPs agree to implement the ROD,
they would enter into a Consent Degree with EPA which would be
filed in the District Court for the Eastern District of New
York. The Consent Degree would set forth the responsibilities
and requirements for the remedial design and remedial action
(RD/RA), with EPA oversight of these activities. If the PRPs
do not agree to sign the Consent Decree, EPA may issue an
order under Section 106 of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA)
ordering the PRPs to implement the RD/RA. EPA may also elect
to fund the work and seek to recover the response costs from
the PRPs in a subsequent enforcement action.

COMMENT:

A member of the Citizens Committee for Civic Action wanted to
know if EPA has been able to identify additional PRPs for this
Site.

co
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EPA' S
RESPONSE:

Owners, operators, generators, or transporters of a hazardous
substance, pollutant or contaminant which causes a release or
a threat of a release at a site are considered as PRPs at that
Superfund site. On February 28, 1992, EPA sent Information
request letters to 26 parties. After the responses are
reviewed, EPA will decide whether there is sufficient basis to
send out notice letters for implementation of the ROD to the
newly identified PRPs.

COMMENT:

A local citizen wanted to know what EPA's success rate has
been for recovering costs.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

The EPA has been very successful at recovering costs from PRPs
at numerous Superfund sites. In Region II, as of September
1991, EPA collected approximately $36.7 million dollars in
past costs and anticipates collecting at a minimum another
$7.5 million dollars by September 1992.

B. SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND EPA RESPONSES CONCERNING THE
PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICALS SUPERFUND SITE PREPARED BY ERM-
NORTHEAST (ERM) ON BEHALF OF A GROUP OF DEFENDANTS 2

Ground Water ARAR's

COMMENT:

1. The FS did not clearly identify ground water ARAR's [sic]
which is contrary to the NCP-40CFR430(e)(2)(i)[sic].

EPA' S
RESPONSE:

As outlined in the*FS report, dated February, 1992, (p. 2-1
through p. 2-22) no single set of Federal or State criteria
dictate acceptable concentrations in drinking water for all of
the contaminants detected at the Pasley Site. For this reason,
all chemical-specific ARARs to be considered were clearly
outlined in Table 2-2. In addition, the FS states that

2 EPA reviewed and evaluated the Review and Critique Pasley Solvents and
Chemicals Site Draft Feasibility Study, submitted by EIM. EPA's response o
references the text, as appropriate, and the Executive Sumary provides an 2
outline for the primary issues raised on the FS.
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Federal and State safe drinking water program requirements are
relevant and appropriate since potential or actual drinking
water sources are potentially being impacted by the Pasley
Site.

COMMENT:

The FS chose total volatile organics concentration values as
opposed to compound specific levels to evaluate the
effectiveness of remedial technologies. This approach is not
appropriate to define ground water media to be remediated
since health based ARAR'S for volatile organic compounds
(VOC's) may vary considerably from compound to compound.

EPA • S
RESPONSE:

The objective of plotting total volatile organics
concentration was to define the extent of the ground water
contamination, which is a requirement under the NCP. It is
not necessary to define a plume based on ARARs because, as
stated in the FS, "ARARs vary considerably from compound to
compound." More importantly, during the remedial design each
well will be resampled to define more fully the ground water
contamination plume emanating from the Site. Furthermore,
ground water clean-up goals will not be based on total
volatile organics concentration, but on individual compounds
as outlined in Table 2-2, of the FS report.

COMMENT:

3. The FS identifies metals as a concern for ground water
quality. The data is based on unfiltered samples from
monitoring wells which is likely unrepresentative of the
formation water quality.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

Using unfiltered ground water samples for metals analysis is
EPA's and NYSDEC's, conservative policy for protection of human
health. However, as stated in the ROD at page 19, during the
periodic sampling and analyses of the air stripper influent,
if it is determined that metals concentrations are below
standards and low enough not to cause malfunction of the air
stripper, the metals precipitation portion of the treatment
train may be eliminated.

2>
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Soil Remediation Goals

COMMENT:

4. Several of the ARARs identified on Table 2-2 of the FS are
outdated and have been revised by the USEPA and NYSDEC.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

The ARARs Table 2-2, has been corrected in the FS.

COMMENT:

5. The FS does not define quantitative remediation goals for
soil. The draft Baseline Risk Assessment prepared by ICF
Technology Incorporated, on behalf of the USEPA, for the site
does not support the conclusion\remediation objective in the
FS that human contact with surface soil needs to be prevented.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

The conclusion reached in the baseline risk assessment was
that the risks posed by the soil were within EPA's acceptable
risk range. The soil remediation objective on page 3-1 of the
FS that stated "prevent human contact with contaminated
surface soils" has been corrected. The other objective for
soil on page 3-1 of the FS is to "prevent or limit migration
of contamination to ground water. To comply with this
objective, EPA has elected to address the soil contamination.
This is explained in the ROD on page 10, in the following
manner: contaminants in the soils, if not addressed, will
likely continue to contribute to further contamination of the
ground water at the Site.

COMMENT:

6. The FS provides no documentation or technical support to
justify the need to limit migration of chemicals in soil to
ground water. Methods to predict the leaching of chemicals
from soil into ground water (i.e., Organic Leaching Model-50
FR 37062) should be used to evaluate leaching impact
potentials.

EPA'S
RESPONSE: . x>j>i—i

As outlined on page 1-35 of the FS report, the compounds
released to the soils at the Pasley Site may adsorb to soil c
particles, may escape to the atmosphere or may leach into 2
underlying soils and ground water. From the results of the
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RI, it can be seen that the chemicals that were detected in
the soils at the Site were also detected in the ground water.
In addition, the on-site shallow ground water monitoring well
(MW-2S) indicated highest contamination as compared to the
other seventeen (17) monitoring wells. The conclusion
formulated from the RI results is that the surface soils on-
site are the major source of the contamination to the ground
water aquifer. The Organic Leaching Model-50 FR 37062 was not
used to evaluate leaching impact potentials because the RI
sampling results revealed migration from surface soil to
ground water.

Ground Water Treatment Technology and Discharge

Comment:

7. Since the specific chemicals to be removed from the ground
water have not been defined, the FS is not able to demonstrate
how various treatment systems evaluated will be effective in
remediating ground water.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

The specific chemicals to be removed from the ground water
were defined in Table 2-2 of the FS. Further, all of the
ground water treatment systems that were evaluated achieve
ARARs to a similar degree. None of the ground water treatment
systems that were evaluated would achieve chemical-specific
ARARs for ground water as a potential drinking water supply.
Achieving chemical-specific ARARs for ground water is
dependent on remediation of upgradient sources. EPA believes
that the proposed remedial action will result in attainment of
chemical specific ground water ARARs provided upgradient
sources are remediated so that they no longer impact the Upper
Glacial aquifer.

EPA may invoke a technical waiver of the chemical-specific
ARARs if the remediation program indicates that reaching MCLs
in the glacial aquifer is technically impracticable.

»
COMMENT:

8. Emphasis on biological treatment in the FS is not supported by
information in the FS or by the majority of the technologies
selected and used for ground water treatment of VOC's.
Treatability Studies should have been performed to assess the
effectiveness of a biological system. However, ERM-Northeast
recommends that the evaluation of biological treatment be TJ
dropped because it is not applicable to site ground water. M
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EPA'S
RESPONSE:

Biological treatment was not evaluated for the majority of the
technologies selected and used for ground water treatment of
VOC's in the FS used to develop the Proposed Plan. The
evaluation of biological treatment for each of the ground
water treatment technologies was evaluated in an early draft
of the FS report. In the FS, dated February, 1992, that is
part of the administrative record and was placed in the
information repositories, biological treatment was dropped
from the treatment train because the chlorinated organic
compounds (predominant chemicals of concern) are relatively
insoluble and difficult to degrade biologically.

COMMENT:

9. The recommended remedial system for ground water treatment and
recharge (ground water extraction, treatment-metals removal,
air stripping with vapor phase activated carbon followed by
activated carbon for polishing and ground water recharge) is
expensive, requires a lengthy process for remediation, and
would have numerous O&M problems. Experience has demonstrated
that the recharging of Long Island ground water via injection
wells is ineffective due to fouling from iron forming bacteria
and clogging from particulates. Further, the FS did not
evaluate the impacts that recharging would have on the ground
water flow patterns.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

The selected remedial system for ground water treatment and
recharge, as outlined in the ROD, is the most cost effective
of the alternatives that were analyzed. Further, with the
soil remediation that is proposed, the ground water treatment
period should be reduced because the contaminated soil which
is the major source of contamination to the ground water
aquifer will be removed.

The remedial action selected by EPA calls for placing the
treated ground water back into the aquifer by means of
recharge wells or by infiltration trenches placed on-site, not
injection wells. The impacts, if any, from fouling from iron
forming bacterias, clogging from particulates, and recharging
on ground water flow patterns will be evaluated during the
remedial design. The unexpected movement of chemicals in
ground water due to change in hydraulic gradient will also be
evaluated during the remedial design. Recharging utilizing ?>
storm sewers and/or recharge basins will be evaluated during M

the remedial design, as necessary. 0
ot—>
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COMMENT:

10. Based on our review of site conditions and RI/FS data, ERM-
Northeast believes that sparging would offer significant
advantages over the proposed ground water remediation system.

Soil remediation goals proposed in the "Plan" is based on the
ability of removing VOC's from the unsaturated soil zone.
ERM-Northeast concurs that soil vapor vacuum extraction would
meet the remediation goal of removing VOC's from soil. ERM-
Northeast questions the need for soil flushing to remediate
site soils.

The combination of sparging and soil vacuum extraction, which
was not evaluated in the FS, appears to be the best suited
combination of remedial technologies to environmentally and
cost effectively remediate the Pasley Solvents and Chemicals
Site.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

Sparging was not included in the FS because this technology
would require the excavation of a significant amount of soils
in order to place a sparging system in the aquifer. There
would be an added risk associated with dust generated during
excavation. In addition, EPA believes that sparging would be
ineffective in remediating the aquifer and would have
potential disadvantages due to the RCRA Land Disposal
Restriction because of the excavation that is involved. In
addition, sparging has only been used on a limited basis at
Superfund sites; however, it is being used to treat
underground gasoline tank spills throughout the United States.

As outlined in the ROD, soil flushing which was proposed to
remediate semi-volatile compounds may not be necessary. This
is due to the fact that the circulation of air through the
soil as part of the vacuuming procedure would enhance the
biodegradation of the semi-volatiles in the soil. Soil
vacuuming would be performed initially to remove the volatile
and semi-volatile compounds. A soil sampling and analysis
program would then be implemented to evaluate the success of
the soil vacuuming. Soil flushing, used to flush any
remaining water-soluble contaminants from the soil, would be
performed after soil vacuuming to achieve soil cleanup goals.
However, if it is found after the soil vacuuming that
concentrations of semi-volatile compounds are decreasing in
the soil and are not impacting ground water, the soil flushing ^
technique may be eliminated. j>
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COMMENT:

11. ERM-Northeast concurs that remediation goals must take into
account upgradient contamination sources, i.e., Roosevelt
Field plume. Current background contaminant levels will
likely increase over time until remediation efforts on the
Roosevelt Field plume and other upgradient sources are
implemented. Given that this effort is likely many years from
now, ground water cleanup goals should take into account what
future background concentrations will be.

EPA'S
RESPONSE:

EPA did take into account the upgradient contamination. As
described in the ROD, sampling will be performed over time to
evaluate the progress of the remediation. In addition,
specific remedial action objectives for the ground water at
the Site include:

Restoration of ground water quality to its intended use (Class
lib and GA-potential of drinking water) by reducing
contaminant levels below State and Federal drinking water
standards where possible (see Table 2-2 FS Report). In the
case where upgradient concentrations prohibit such restoration
for a particular compound, the contaminant level will be
reduced to the upgradient level.

SECTION 3.0, SECONDARY ISSUES

In addition to the comments summarized in the Executive Summary on
the FS, there were some "secondary issues" raised on the FS by ERM.
These secondary issues, ERM acknowledged, do not affect the primary
conclusions reached in the FS. These secondary issues are
summarized and are addressed below briefly .

1. Compliance with 1990 NCP.
2. RA Reference.
3. RCRA Issues
4. Technology Evaluation
5. CERCLA and Permits Requirements
6. State and Community Acceptance.

1. Any references made to the 1985 NCP were corrected in the FS
report, dated February, 1992.

2. The Risk Assessment (RA) was referenced in the FS report, dated
February, 1992.

3. RCRA requirements, including Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs)
would apply to any soil excavation measures selected for the Site.
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However, since the selected remedial action does not involve
excavation, LDRs are not applicable. The FS was revised to
addresses RCRA listed wastes.

4. In the FS report, dated February, 1992, on-site incineration
was screened from further evaluation. The FS did eliminate soil
washing technology because of higher costs in comparison with soil
flushing technology. However, cost was only used as a secondary
issue. The primary reason that soil washing was eliminated was
that an additional risk would be introduced because of the
excavation that is involved. The soil flushing technology would
not involve any excavation of the soil.

5. Items No. 3 and 5 were deleted from the FS, as appropriate. On
Page 2-3 of the FS, dated February, 1992, permit requirements with
respect to CERCLA are adequately discussed.

6. Assessment of State Acceptance was not completed until the
comments on the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan were received from the
State. Likewise, the Assessment of Community Acceptance was not
completed until the comments on the Proposed Plan were received.

SECTION 4.0

This section of the ERM submittal is a review of the EPA's Proposed
Plan, dated February, 1992. ERM acknowledged in this Section, that
most of the issues identified in its review of the FS were
addressed in the Proposed Plan. The following is a summary of
ERM's review and EPA's responses; as necessary.

Remediation Goals

EPA notes that ERM concurred with EPA on the use of Federal and
State MCLs and upgradient concentrations as cleanup levels for
ground water beneath and downgradient of the Site. In addition, ERM
also concurred with EPA that a technical waiver of ground water
ARARs is a practical scenario.

Ground Water Remediation

ERM believes that a sparging and vacuum extraction system may offer
significant advantages over the EPA's proposed ground water
remediation system. However, as EPA outlined in the response to
Question 10, above, sparging was not included in the FS because
this technology would require the excavation of a significant
amount of soils in order to place a sparging system in the aquifer.
There would be an added risk associated with excavation.

In response to the three (3) advantages listed for sparging versus ^
the proposed ground water treatment and recharge, ERM's comments £
and EPA's responses are as follows:

oo
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Comment:

1. Sparging would not draw in ground water to the area
beneath the Site from aquifers beneath adjacent sites which
presently contain chemicals of concern above drinking water
standards.

Response:

EPA is required by the NCP to restore ground water to its
beneficial uses. This requires that the extent of a ground
water contaminant plume be remediated. EPA believes that
sparging would be ineffective in remediating the plume.

Comment:

2. Sparging would not require the proposed metals removal
treatment to protect organics removal treatment units. As a
result, metals removal sludge would not be generated. This
would eliminate the potential problems associated with sludge
generation, including handling, transportation, off-site
treatment and disposal and testing requirements.

Response:

The metal removal treatment was proposed because chromium
concentrations were detected in excess of the Federal and
State ground water MCLs. However, as outlined in EPA's
response to Question 3, above, during the periodic sampling
and analyses of the influent, if it is determined that metals
concentrations are below standards and low enough not to cause
malfunction of the air stripper, the metals precipitation
portion of the treatment train may be eliminated.

Comment:

3. Sparging typically achieves ground water remediation in a
significantly shorter time than the time period required by
conventional pump and treat systems. This could reduce the 10
to 40 year time period estimated in the FS to be needed for
ground water remediation if the proposed extraction system is
used.

Response:

Air sparging is classified as an innovative technology because
it lacks well documented cost and performance data under a
variety of operating conditions. Air sparging has only been _
used on a limited basis at Superfund sites; however, it is x
being used to treat underground gasoline tank spills ^
throughout the United States. Therefore, the statement that 0
air sparging would take a significantly shorter period of time c
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than the time period required for the proposed pump and treat
system has not been proven. In addition, as outlined in EPA's
response to Question 9, above, with the soil remediation that
is proposed, the ground water treatment time period should be
reduced because the contaminated soil, which is the major
source of contamination to the ground water aquifer, will be
removed.

Ground Water Extraction

Overall, ERM concurred with the EPA on the conceptual design of the
ground water extraction system as outlined in the proposed plan,
dated February, 1992. This statement was made with the
understanding that ground water sparging may replace the
extraction, treatment and recharge ground water system proposed.

Ground Water Treatment

ERM concurred that a metals removal system is needed, primarily to
prevent interference with the VOC removal system. ERM also
concurred with the EPA selection of air stripping for remediating
ground water. EPA notes that the need for air emission controls of
the air stripping unit will be further refined and reviewed during
the remedial design. As stated in the ROD, page 18, the granulated
activated carbon polishing step would be used, as necessary, to
remove any remaining organic compounds in order to achieve ARARs.

Ground Water Recharge

As outlined in EPA's response to Question 9, above, the unexpected
movement of chemicals in ground water due to the change in
hydraulic gradient and the clogging of recharge wells over time
will be addressed during the remedial design.

Soil Remediation

ERM concurred with EPA that soil vacuuming measures that were
proposed provide the best balance of trade-offs among the soil
remediation alternatives evaluated in the FS with respect to the
evaluation criteria. However, there were two issues related to the
soil remediation that ERM believed should be modified or clarified.
The two issues and EPA's response follows:

1. Need for soil flushing

As outlined on page 26 of the ROD and EPA's response to
Question 10, above, soil flushing which was proposed to
remediate semi-volatile compounds may not be necessary. This ]?,
is due to the fact that the circulation of air through the *-"
soil as part of the vacuuming procedure would enhance the
biodegradation of the semi-volatiles in the soil. Soil §
vacuuming would be performed initially to remove the volatile ^
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and semi-volatile compounds. A soil sampling and analysis
program would then be implemented to evaluate the success of
the soil vacuuming. Soil flushing, used to flush any
remaining water-soluble contaminants from the soil, would be
performed after soil vacuuming to achieve soil cleanup goals.
However, if it is found after the soil vacuuming that
concentrations of semi-volatile compounds are decreasing in
the soil and are not impacting ground water, the soil flushing
technique may be eliminated.

2. Need for semi-annual soil sampling for thirty years.

The Proposed Plan did not specify that the proposed soil
remediation alternative would require semi-annual soil
sampling for thirty years. As outlined in the Proposed Plan,
and the ROD, periodic subsurface soil sampling and analysis
would be required to monitor the progress of both processes.
The soil sampling program will be evaluated as part of the
remedial design. Further, the time for completion of the soil
remedial action was estimated to be approximately six (6)
years.

oc
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13/25/92 Index Docuient Nuiber Order Page: 1
PASLEY SOLVENTS I CHEMICALS Docuients

Document Nuiber: PAI-8B1-BB81 To 8112 Date: 18/31/88

Title: Final Field Operations Plan for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents
and Cheiicals Site, Town of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Blanar, Edward H: ICF Technology

Recipient: none: US EPA

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-881-8113 To 8275 Date: 88/38/88

Title: Final Nark Plan for Reiedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals
Site, Town of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Blanar, Edward M: ICF Technology

Recipient: none: US EPA

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-B276 To 8341 Date: 89/81/88

Title: Final Work Plan for Tank Deiolition and Reioval at the Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals Site,
ToMn of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Russell, Hilliai E: EA Engineering Science t Technology

Recipient: none: Conander Oil Corporation

Oocuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-8342 To 8616 Date: 83/81/89

Title: Soil Vapor Contaiinant Assessment for Reiedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents
and Cheiicals Site, Town of Neipstead, Long Island NY

t
Type: PLAN

Author: Schultz, Jaies A: EA Engineering Science I Technology
Recipient: none: Conander Oil Corporation
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13/25/92 Index Docuient Nuiber Order Page: 2
PASLEY SOLVENTS t CHEMICALS Documents

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-IB1-8617 To 1742 Date: 11/11/91

Title: Reiedial Investigation Report - Pasley Solvents t Cheiicals Site, Town of Heipstead, Long
Island NV

Type: REPORT
Author: none: Hetcalf t Eddy

Recipient: none: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-Bil-8763 To 1783 Date: 11/18/98

Title: (Letter forNarding attached EPA coiients on the Draft Reiedial Investigation Report for the
site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph E: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-I784 To 1009 Date: 13/14/91

Title: (Letter forwarding data, received froi the Nassau County Department of Public Works for the
Hitchel Field site, to be incorporated into the Pasley Reiedial Investigation Report, and transmitting
attached Konitoring Prograi Saipling Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-1B1B To 1B13 Date: 13/21/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached analytical results of groundMater saiples froi existing wells
at the foner Texaco service station, Garden City NY)

9

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Drooler, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Recipient: Hirza, Hisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
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13/25/92 Index Docuient Nuiber Order Page: 3
PASLEY SOLVENTS i CHEMICALS Documents

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1814 To 1817 Date: IS/31/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached couents froi EPA about Hetcalf i Eddy's Reiedial Investigation
Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1B1B To 1818 Date: 17/19/91

Title: (Letter requesting inforiation about any hazardous waste site located near Stewart Avenue
which lay be upgradient of the Pasley Solvents ( Cheiicals site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Henry, Sherrel D: US EPA

Recipient: Hirza, Hisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-eei-1819 To 1831 Date: 18/84/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA couents on the third revision of the June 1991 Reiedial Investigation
Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph B: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1B32 To 1B32 Date: 12/15/91

Title: (Letter approving the revised Reiedial Investigation Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 5: Conander Oil Corporation
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13/25/92 Index Oocuient Nuiber Order Page: 4
PASLEY SOLVENTS i CHEMICALS Documents

szszzzz::z:z:zzzzzzz:zzzz:=z:z::zzzz=zzrzzzz::=z:z:=z=zzzszzs:=szz=s:zzzz=:sz::::zzszr:::z====zzzz:z=:r:::sz:z=zzzsszz

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-8B1-1B33 To 1326 Date: 12/11/92

Title: Feasibility Study Report - Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals Site, Town of Heipstead, Nassau County
NY

Type: REPORT
Author: Roth, Robert J: Hetcalf t Eddy

Recipient: none: US EPA

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1327 To 1346 Date: 12/81/92

Title: Superfund Proposed Plan - Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals Site, Town of Heipstead NY

Type: PLAN
Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: none: none

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-B81-1347 To 1357 Date: 11/24/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA couents on the Draft Feasibility Study Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph G: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-8B1-1358 To 1368 Date: 12/16/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached couents on the Feasibility Study Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-B81-1361 To 1362 Date: 12/27/91

Title: (Letter containing NYSDEC and NYSDOH couents on the EPA Proposed Plan for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: O'Toole, Michael J Jr: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Recipient: Hauptian, hel: US EPA
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13/25/92 Index Docuient Nuiber Order Page: 5
PASLEY SOLVENTS I CHENICALS Documents

ezzsszzzszzz=zrzzzzzz=z==:zzzzzzzzz==zzzzz=zzzzzzz:zz=zzzzzzzr:zzzz:zzz==zzszzzzszszzzzzzzz=szzzzzzz=:zzzzz:zzzzzzzzrszz

Jocuient Nuiber: PA1-8B1-1363 To 1364 Date; 15/31/91

Title: (Letter stating Mhat has to be done to stop the dissolved product pluie froi toving onto the
property of the Texaco service station)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Hirza, Hisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Recipient: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-1365 To 1366 Date: 16/17/91

Title: (Letter containing response to NY5DEC correspondence regarding the foner Texaco service station
at the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Recipient: Mirza, Hisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-1367 To 1384 Date: IB/19/BB

Title: Administrative Order on Consent in the Hatter of Coiiander Oil Corporation

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Author: Hus:ynski, Nilliai J: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph G: Coiiander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1385 To 13BS Date: 17/11/91

Title: (Letter regarding the Hitchel Field facility that Purex has constructed pursuant to a consent
judgient)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Siith, Jeffrey K: Purex Industries Inc

Recipient: Henry, Sherrel D: US EPA
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13/25/92 Index Docuient Nuiber Order Page: 6
PASLEY SOLVENTS t CHEMICALS Docuient s

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1386 To 1395 Bate: 15/81/91

Title: Engineering Bulletin: In Situ Soil Vapor Extraction Treatment

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: none: none

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-801-1396 To 1437 Date: 83/18/92

Title: (Transcript of the 83/85/92 Public Meeting for the Pasley Solvents I Cheiicals site)

Type: LE6AL DOCUMENT
Author: Lexis, Virginia E: court reporter

Recipient: none: US EPA
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13/25/92 Index Chronological Order Page: 1
PASLEY SOLVENTS t CHEK1CALS Documents

Bocuunt Nuiber: PAI-B8M367 To 1384 Date: 18/19/88

Title: Administrative Order on Consent in the Ratter of Coiiander Oil Corporation

Type: LEGAL DOCUMENT
Author: Huszynski, Milliai J: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Conander Oil Corporation

Jocuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-BBB1 To 1112 Date: 18/31/88

Title: Final Field Operations Plan for Reiedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents
and Cheiicals Site, Town of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Blanar, Edward H: 1CF Technology

Recipient: none: US EPA

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-B113 To 8275 Date: 18/31/88

Title: Final Mort Plan for Reiedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals
Site, Town of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Blanar, Edward H: ICF Technology

Recipient: none: US EPA

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-8276 To 8341 Date: 19/81/88

Title: Final Work Plan for Tank Deiolition and Reioval at the Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals Site,
Town of Neipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Russell, Hilliai E: EA Engineering Science I Technology

Recipient: none: Coiiander Oil Corporation

o
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13/25/92 Index Chronological Order Page: 2
PASLEV SOLVENTS t CHEMICALS Documents

Document Nuiber: PAI-8B1-B342 To Bil6 Date: 13/11/89

Title: Soil Vapor Contaiinant Assessment for Reiedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents
and Cheiicals Site, Toon of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Schultz, Jaies A: EA Engineering Science I Technology

Recipient: none: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-B763 To 8783 Date: 11/18/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA coiients on the Draft Reiedial Investigation Report for the
site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph G: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-0B1-B7B4 To 1089 Date: 83/14/91

„ Title: (Letter forwarding data, received froi the Nassau County Department of Public Horks for the
flitchel Field site, to be incorporated into the Pasley Reiedial Investigation Report, and translating
attached Monitoring Prograi Saipling Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Conander Oil Corporation

fiocuient Nuiber: PA1-8B1-1B1B To 1813 Date: 83/21/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached analytical results of groundwiter saiples froi existing veils
at the forier Texaco service station, Garden City NY)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Drooler, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Recipient: flirza, flisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environiental Conservation
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•3/25/92 Index Chronological Order Page: 3
PASLEY SOLVENTS i CHEMICALS Documents

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-8B1-1386 To 1395 Date: 15/81/91

Title: Engineering Bulletin: In Situ Soil Vapor Extraction Treatient

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: none: none

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1814 To 1817 Date: 85/38/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached conents froi EPA about Hetcalf 4 Eddy's Reiedial Investigation
Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Peter sen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Couander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-1363 To 1364 Date: 85/31/91

Title: (Letter stating what has to be done to stop the dissolved product pluie froi loving onto the
property of the Texaco service station]

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Hirra, Hisbahuddin I: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Recipient: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1365 To 1366 Date: 86/17/91

Title: (Letter containing response to NYSDEC correspondence regarding the toner Texaco service station
at the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Recipient: Hirza, Hisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation
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13/25/92 Index Chronological Order Page: 4
PA5LEY SOLVENTS t CHEMICALS Documents

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-881-1385 To 1385 Date: 17/11/91

Title: (Letter regarding the Hitchel Field facility that Purex has constructed pursuant to a consent
judgment)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Siith, Jeffrey H: Purex Industries Inc

Recipient: Henry, Sherrel D: US EPA

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1818 To 1818 . Date: 17/19/91

Title: (Letter requesting infonation about any hazardous waste site located near Stenart Avenue
Nhich lay be upgradient of the Pasley Solvents ( Cheiicals site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Henry, Sherrel D: US EPA

Recipient: flir:a, Kisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-881-8617 To 8762 Date: 11/81/91

Title: Reiedial Investigation Report - Pasley Solvents i Cheiicals Site, Town of Neipstead, Long
Island NY

Type: REPORT
Author: none: Metcalf & Eddy

Recipient: none: Ccnander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1B19 To 1831 Date: 11/84/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA conents on the third revision of the June 1991 Reiedial Investigation
Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Coiiander Oil Corporation
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13/25/92 Index Chronological Order Page: 5
PASLEY SOLVENTS 4 CHEMICALS Documents

Document Huiber: PAI-BB1-1347 To 1357 Date: 11/24/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA cements on the Draft Feasibility Study Report for the site]

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuaber: PA1-BB1-1B32 To 1B32 Date: 12/15/91

Title: (Letter approving the revised Reiedial Investigation Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph E: Coiiander Oil Corporation

locuient Nuaber: PAI-8B1-1358 To 136B Date: 12/18/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached coitents on the Feasibility Study Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph E: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-1361 To 1362 Date: 12/27/91

Title: (Letter containing NYSDEC and NYSDOH conents on the EPA Proposed Plan for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: O'Toole, Michael J Jr: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Recipient: Nauptian, Nel: US EPA

".-———— ——— .———————————— ————————— ....——— . ——— .... ——————— ..............y..———————————————— .—— ...——— —————........—————————..—— ..........—— .....

Document Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1B33 To 1326 Date: 12/11/92

Title: Feasibility Study Report - Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals Site, Town of Heipstead, Nassau County
NY

Type: REPORT
Author: Roth, Robert J: Hetcalf 1 Eddy

Recipient: none: US EPA
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Docuient Nuiber: PA1-BB1-1327 To 1346 Date: 12/81/92

Title: Superfund Proposed Plan - Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals Site, TOM of Heipstead NY

Type: PLAN
Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: none: none

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-B81-1396 To 1437 Date: (3/11/92

Title: (Transcript of the B3/B5/92 Public fleeting for the Pasley Solvents t Cheiicals site)

Type: LE6AL DOCUMENT
Author: Lewis, Virginia E: court reporter

Recipient: none: US EPA
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13/25/92 Index Author Naie Order Page: 1
PASLEY SOLVENTS t CHEMICALS Documents

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-8617 To B762 Date: 1B/B1/91

Title: Remedial Investigation Report - Pasley Solvents t Chelicals Site, TOM of Heipstead, Long
Island NY

Type: REPORT
Author: none: Hetcalf t Eddy

Recipient: none: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1327 To 1346 Date: 12/11/92

Title: Superfund Proposed Plan - Pasley Solvents and Chelicals Site, Town of Heipstead NY

Type: PLAN
Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: none: none

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-8B1-1386 To 1395 Date: 15/11/91

Title: Engineering Bulletin: In Situ Soil Vapor Extraction Treatment

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: none: US EPA

Recipient: none: none

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-BBB1 To B112 Date: 88/38/88

Title: Final Field Operations Plan for Reiedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents
and Chelicals Site, To*n of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Blanar, Edward N: ICF Technology

Recipient: none: US EPA '

Oocuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-B113 To 8275 Date: 88/38/88

Title: Final Kork Plan for Reiedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents and Chelicals
Site, Town of Neipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Blanar, Edward K: ICF Technology

Recipient: none: US EPA
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13/25/92 Index Author Mate Order Page: 2
PASLEY SOLVENTS I CHEMICALS Documents

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1B1B To 1113 Date: 13/21/91

Title: (Letter fomarding attached analytical results of groundxiter saiples froi existing veils
at the foner Texaco service station, Garden City NY)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Recipient: Hirza, flisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1365 To 1364 Date: 16/17/91

Title: (Letter containing response to NYSDEC correspondence regarding the forier Texaco service station
at the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise

Recipient: flirza, Hisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-881-1818 To 1818 Date: 87/19/91

Title: (Letter requesting infonation about any hazardous Maste site located near Stewart Avenue
nhich lay be upgradient of the Pasley Solvents t Cheiicals site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Henry, Sherrel.D: US EPA

Recipient: Hir:a, Bisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1396 To 1437 Date: 83/18/92

Title: (Transcript of the 83/85/92 Public Meeting for the Pasley Solvents t Cheiicals site)

Type: LE6AL DOCUMENT
Author: Lewis, Virginia E: court reporter

Recipient: none: US EPA
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13/25/92 Index Author Naie Order Page: 3
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Docuient Nuiber: PflI-BBl-1363 To 1344 Date: IS/31/91

Title: (Letter stating what has to be done to stop the dissolved product pluie froi loving onto the
property of the Texaco service station)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Him, Hisbahuddin K: NY Dept of Environmental Conservation

Recipient: Brooker, Lauren J: Star Enterprise
*

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-M1-1367 To 1384 Date: IB/19/88

Title: Adiinistrative Order on Consent in the Hatter of Couander Oil Corporation

Type: LE6AL DOCUMENT
Author: fluszynsti, HiHiai J: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Couander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BBM361 To 1362 Date: 12/27/91

Title: (Letter containing NYSDEC and NYSDOH conents on the EPA Proposed Plan for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: O'Toole, Michael J Jr: NY Dept of Environiental Conservation

Recipient: Hauptian, Mel: US EPA

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-8B1-B763 To 8783 Date: 11/18/90

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA conents on the Draft Reiedial Investigation Report for the
site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Couander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-B784 To 1BB9 Date: 13/14/91

Title: (Letter forwarding data, received froi the Nassau County Departient of Public Works for the *~
Hitchel Field site, to be incorporated into the Pasley Reiedial Investigation Report, and transmitting
attached Monitoring Prograi Saipling Report) c

r-̂

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA £.

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Couander Oil Corporation --

600122



13/25/92 Index Author Naie Order Page: 4
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Docuient Nuiber: PAJ-BB1-1B14 To 1017 Date: I5/3B/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached couents froi EPA about Netcalf I Eddy's Reiedial Investigation
Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph E: Conander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-881-1819 To 1B31 Date: 18/14/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA couents on the third revision of the June 1991 Reiedial Investigation
Report)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Couander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1B32 To 1832 Date: 12/15/91

Title: (Letter approving the revised Reiedial Investigation Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph E: Couander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAJ-BB1-1347 To 1357 Date: 18/24/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached EPA couents on the Draft Feasibility Study Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph 6: Couander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-8B1-1356 To 1368 Date: 12/18/91

Title: (Letter forwarding attached couents on the Feasibility Study Report for the site)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE £
Author: Petersen, Carole: US EPA £

Recipient: Shapiro, Joseph E: Couander Oil Corporation
co

o
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Document Nuiber: PAI-BB1-1B33 To 1326 Date: 12/11/92

Title: Feasibility Study Report - Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals Site, Town of Heipstead, Nassau County
NY

Type: REPORT
Author: Roth, Robert J: Hetcalf t Eddy

Recipient: none: US EPA

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-881-8276 To 1341 Date: I9/I1/B8

Title: Final Work Plan for Tank Deiolition and Reioval at the Pasley Solvents and Cheiicals Site,
Town of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Russell, Milliai G: EA Engineering Science t Technology

Recipient: none: Coiiander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PA1-8B1-8342 To 8616 Date: 13/01/89

Title: Soil Vapor Contaiinant Assessment for Reiedial Investigation/Feasibility Study - Pasley Solvents
and Cheiicals Site, Town of Heipstead, Long Island NY

Type: PLAN
Author: Schult:, Jaies A: EA Engineering Science t Technology

Recipient: none: Coiiander Oil Corporation

Docuient Nuiber: PAI-BB1-13B5 To 1385 Date: 17/11/91

Title: (Letter regarding the Hitchel Field facility that Purex has constructed pursuant to a consent
judgient)

Type: CORRESPONDENCE
Author: Siith, Jeffrey H: Purex Industries Inc

Recipient: Henry, Snerrel D: US EPA

oo
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PL 99-499, October 17, 1986 (SARA), and administered by EPA, governs the
liability, cleanup, and emergency response for hazardous substances released
into the environment. Section 104 of CERCLA authorizes the President of the
United States to arrange for the removal of and provide remedial action or

other response measures necessary to protect the public health, welfare or the
environment against actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances.
Section 106 of CERCLA authorizes the President of the United States to secure

relief to abate any imminent or substantial endangerment to public health or
welfare or the environment. Section 105 of CERCLA sets the stage for the
establishment of a National Contingency Plan (NCP). All remedial actions must
be consistent with the NCP.

2.1.1.1 National Contingency Plan (NCP) Requirements

The development and evaluation of remedial alternatives proceeds in three
phases, as outlined in the current NCP. New York State does not have a
separate state contingency plan and follows the national requirements. The
NCP phases are:

1. The number and type of alternative shall be determined at each site,
taking into account the scope, characteristics, and complexity [40
CFR Part 300.430(e)(2)].

2. Initially screen alternatives, when needed, to narrow list of
potential remedial actions requiring detailed analysis [40 CFR
Part 300.430 (e)(2)].

3. Conduct detailed evaluation of alternatives remaining after initial
screening [40 CFR Part 300.430 (e)(9)].

2.1.1.2 Permit Exceptions

Section 121(e) of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
addresses permit requirements for removal and remedial actions as follows:

"(e) Permits and Enforcement. No Federal, State or local permit shall
be required for the portion of any removal or remedial action conducted
entirely on-site, where such remedial action is selected and carried out
in compliance with this section."

TJ

Section 121 refers solely to EPA-financed and approved actions. Since w
the Pasley site is on the NPL, this section is applicable. o

o

GAP:06971R0212
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2.1.1.3 Community Relations

CERCLA requires public involvement during the FS process. Community
Relations Plans (CRPs) must be developed by the lead agency prior to

initiation of remedial activities and implemented during the course of the
action(s) [CRP, 40 CFR 300.430(c) (ii) ] . Information on developing a CRP and
other public involvement guidance is provided by EPA in "Community Relations
in Superfund: A Handbook". This handbook specifies that the community
relations plan must include:

The background and history of community involvement (site history;
local activity and interest; and key community issues);
A list of affected and interested groups and individuals; their
affiliations, addresses and telephone numbers;
Site- specif ic objectives for the community relations program;
A budget, schedule and work plan;
A list of communication activities to be conducted at the site, an
explanation of how these activities will be conducted, and a
description of how these activities relate to the technical response
schedule ; and

-,» . A list of technical and community relations staff responsible for
site work.

2.1.2 RCRA Subtitle C/HSWA/New York Hazardous Waste Rules
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations

(40 CFR Parts 260 through 280) , set forth under Subtitle C of the Solid Waste

Disposal Act, pertain to the overall management of hazardous wastes by the
Federal government. RCRA sets forth criteria for identifying hazardous
substances and lists those under its jurisdiction. It also specifies
technical standards and administrative requirements that must be met by
hazardous waste generators, transporters, and owners and operators of
hazardous waste treatment, storage, disposal and recycling facilities. The
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984 imposed new requirements
for the safe management of hazardous wastes.

Section 300.415 of the NCP states that when off -site action is taken in _,_u
connection with a removal action, the facility used for the off-site M
management must be in compliance with Subtitle C of RCRA. Procedures for 0

oi— ••
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implementing these provisions are established in EPA's "Procedures for
Planning and Implementing CERCLA Off-site Response Actions" (May 6, 1985), in

SARA Section 121 (CERCLA Section 121(a)-(d)), and supported by EPA RI/FS

Guidance documents. Specific limitations state that:

All hazardous substances which are RCRA hazardous waste transported
off-site must be taken to a hazardous waste management facility
holding either an applicable RCRA permit or an applicable interim
status permit;
Waste samples used in small scale treatability studies are
conditionally exempted from RCRA subtitle C provisions (50 FR 27290,
July 19, 1988);
The off-site storage, treatment, and disposal of hazardous
substances must be cost-effective in comparison to other protective
response actions; and

A RCRA compliance inspection must be performed at any hazardous
waste management facility before it can receive hazardous substances
from a CERCLA-funded response. The inspection must demonstrate that
the facility has no significant violations.

A waste is hazardous if it meets the characteristics of ignitability,

corrosivity, reactivity or toxicity by way of the Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) test, or if it is specifically listed as hazardous

(40 CFR 261, Subpart C). The TCLP expands the characteristic to include 38

additional organic constituents and apply compound-specific dilution/attenuation

factors for organic constituents (55 FR 31387, Aug. 1990).

According to the tank inventory listed in Table 1.1, a number of RCRA
listed materials were stored on the site. These materials, such as TCE, are
also found in soil and groundwater at the site. In accordance with the RCRA

derived from rule, soil and groundwater containing these materials present as

a result of spills or leaks would also be considered a RCRA hazardous waste if

moved or treated.

The TCLP (40 CFR 261.24) has been used to identify wastes with the

potential to produce leachate containing significant concentrations of
toxicants. Wastes are considered hazardous if their EP test leachate .,_

concentrations exceed the regulatory levels specified. £-:

2-5
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2.1.2.1 Site Security

RCRA site security requirements of 40 CFR 264.14 are applicable to the

Pasley site actions.

2.1.2.2 RCRA Waste Generation

RCRA generator requirements of 40 CFR 262 are applicable if during the
course of implementing remedial actions, the waste is disturbed. When the
waste is disturbed or moved, the owner/operator is then considered a generator

of hazardous waste.

2.1.2.3 Transportation

RCRA transportation requirements of 40 CFR 263 are applicable to all
remedial actions that include the transport of waste off-site.

2.1.2.4 Closure, Post-Closure, Groundwater Protection and Monitoring

General RCRA regulations applicable to any proposed remedial alternative

at the Pasley site include, at a minimum, closure and post-closure

requirements under 40 CFR 264 Subpart G (Sections 264.111, 264.114, 264.117,

264.119, and 264.120). Under RCRA, groundwater monitoring requirements are

specified under 40 CFR 264 Subpart F. The EPA Regional Administrator

specifies hazardous constituents to monitor for, the point of compliance, and

the groundwater concentration limits at the site.

2.1.2.5 Other Potentially Applicable RCRA Regulations

Depending upon the proposed remedial alternative, certain subparts of

RCRA 40 CFR 264 and 265 may become applicable*:

Subpart I - Use and Management of Containers
Subpart J - Tanks Systems
Subpart L - Waste Piles
Subpart 0 - Incinerators
Subpart P - Thermal Treatment

*Note: Part 264 of 40 CFR specifically regulates licensed TSDFs
while Part 265 specifies regulations for interim status TSDFs.

2-6
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TABLE 2-2 POTENTIAL ARARS FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS
PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICAL SITE

VOLATILE ORGANICS COMPOUNDS

Methylene Chloride
Benzene
Acetone
Chloroform
1,1-Olchloroethene
1,1-Dlchlofoelhane
Trans-1 ,2-Dlchloroelhene
Elhylbenzene
Tetrachloroethene
Toluene
Trlchloroethene
1,1.1-Trlchloroethane
Chlorobenzene
Xylene (Total)
SEMI- VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

dl-n-butyl phthalate
2-Methylnaphlhalene
Naphthalene
Dibenzoluran
Phenanthrene
dl-n-Octyl phthalate
Acenaphthylene
Acenaphlhene
Fluor ene
Bls(2-ethylhexyl)phlhalate

MAXIMUM

CONCENTRATION

DETECTED

IN ON-SITE
WELLS 2S& 21

ug/1
16J
43J

3800J
74J
84J

630
37,000

510
160J
1100
320
3600
510

817.3

40
110
270
5J
5J
2J
21
7J
7J
40

MOST

STRINGENT
ARAR

ug/l

5
0.7
50
7

5
5
5

5
5
5
S
S
5
5

50
50
50
50
50
SO
50
50
50
50

MOST
STRINGENT

GOAL

TO BE

CONSIDERED

ug/l

0
0

NS
0
0

NS
100
700
0

1000
0

200
100

2,200

44,000
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
20
NS
2.5

ARARS
NY

FEDERAL NY AMBIENT DRINKING

SOWA WATER WATER

MCL QUALITY MCLt

(•) STANDARDS (b) (c)

ug/l ug/l ug/l

NS NS 5
5 0.7(h) 5

NS NS SO
100(1) NS 10

7 NS 5
NS NS 5
100 NS 5

700 NS 5
5 NS 5

1000 NS 5
5 NS 5

200 NS 5
100 NS 5

10,000 NS 5

NS 50 50
NS NS 50
NS NS 50
NS NS 50
NS NS SO
NS NS 50
NS NS 50
NS NS 50
NS NS 50
NS 50 50

GOAL TO BE CONSIDERED
PROPOSED NY AMBIENT EPA DRINKING REFERENCE

FEDERAL FEDERAL WATER WATER CONCENTRATION

SOWA SOWA QUALITY HEALTH EPAAWOC FOR POTENTIAL

MCLQ MCL GUIDANCE ADVISORIES DWONLY CARCINOGENS

(d) Id) VALUES (b) (•) (1) (g)

ugfl ug/1 ug/1 ug/l ug/l ug/l
OP 5 NS NS 0(0.19) 4.7
0 NS NS NS 0(0.67) 1.2

NS NS 50G NS NS NS
NS NS NS NS 0(0.19) 5.7
7 NS NS NS 0(0.33) .06

NS NS NS NS NS NS
100 NS NS 350 NS NS
700 NS NS 3,400 2400 NS
0 NS NS NS 0(0.68) .7

1000 NS NS 10,800 15.000 NS
0 NS NS NS 0(2.8) 32

200 NS NS 1,000 19,000 NS
100 NS NS 3.150 488 NS

10.000 NS NS 2.200 NS NS

NS NS 50G(h) NS 44.000 NS
NS NS 500 NS NS NS
NS NS 10G(h) NS NS NS
NS NS 50Q NS NS NS
NS NS 50G(h) NS ~ NS NS
NS NS 50G(h) NS NS NS
NS NS 500 NS NS NS
NS NS 20Q(h) NS 20 NS
NS NS 50Q(h) NS NS NS
NS NS 500 NS NS 2.5

r-O
I
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TABLE 2-2 Cont'd. POTENTIAL ARARS FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINANTS
PASLEY SOLVENTS AND CHEMICAL SITE

CO

I—1

ro

METALS
Aluminum
Antimony
Arsenic
Barium
Beryllium
Cadmium
Calcium
Chromium
Cobalt
Copper
Cyanide
Iron
Lead
Magnesium
Manganese
Mercury
Nickel
Potassium
Selenium
Silver
Sodium
Thallium
Vanadium
Zinc

MAXIMUM

CONCENTRATION

DETECTED
IN ON-SITE

WELLS 28 & 21

ug/l
97.400

39.9
-

372
6.6
4.5

36,000
255

45.1
279
70

152,000
34.6
8330

16.100
-

310
10.200

-
5.6J

390.000J
5.7

94.8
3,200

MOST
STRINGENT

AHAR
ug/l
NS

10/5P(m)
25

1.000
IP
5

NS
50
NS
200
100

300(n)
15(1)
NS

300(n)
2

100P
NS
10
50

20.000
2/1 P(m)

NS
300

MOST
STRINGENT

GOAL

TO BE
CONSIDERED

ug/l
SO

3
20

1.800
0
5

NS
SO
NS

1.000
200
NS
0

NS
50
2

15.4

NS
10
50
NS

17.8
NS

5.000

ARARS
NY

FEDERAL NY AMBIENT DRINKING

SOWA WATER WATER

MCL QUALITY MCLl

(•) STANDARDS (b) (c)

ug/l ug/l ug/l
NS NS NS

10/5P(m) NS NS
50 25 50

2,000 1,000 1.000
1P NS NS
5 10 10

NS NS NS
100 50 50
NS NS NS

1.300P 200 NS
200P 100 NS
NS 300 (n) NS
15 25 50
NS NS NS
NS 300(n) NS
2 2 2

100P NS NS
NS NS NS
50 10 10
NS 50 SO
NS 20.000 NS

2/1 P(m) NS NS
NS NS NS
NS 300 NS

GOAL TO BE CONSIDERED
PROPOSED NY AMBIENT EPA DRINKING REFERENCE

FEDERAL FEDERAL WATER WATER CONCENTRATION

SDWA SOWA QUALITY HEALTH EPAAWOC FOR POTENTIAL

MCLQ MCL GUIDANCE ADVISORIES DWONLY CARCINOGENS

(<t) (d) VALUES (b) (•) (1) (g)

ug/l ug/l ug/l ug/l ug/l ug/l
50-200(k) NS NS NS NS NS

3P 10/5(m) NS NS 146 NS
SOP NS NS 50 (2Sng/l) 20

5.000P NS NS 1.800 NS NS
OP 1 NS NS (3.9ng/l) .008
5 NS NS 18 10 NS

NS NS NS NS NS NS
100 NS NS 170 SO NS
NS NS NS NS NS NS

1300P 1300 NS NS 1000 NS
200P 200 NS 750 200 NS
300(k) NS NS NS NS NS

OP NS NS 20ug/day 50 NS
NS NS NS NS NS NS

50(k) NS NS NS NS NS
2 NS NS 5.5 10 NS

100P 100 NS 350 15.4 NS
NS NS NS NS NS NS
50 NS NS NS 10 NS

10000 NS NS NS 50 NS
NS NS NS NS NS NS
NS 2/1 (m) NS NS 17.8 NS
NS NS NS NS NS NS

5,000(k) NS NS NS 5000 NS
•»l«f ARAMS
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TABLE 2-8 Confd.

NOTES:

J - ANALYTE PRESENT. REPORTED VALUES MAY NOT BE ACCURATE OR PRECISE.
P-PROPOSED VALUE
NS - NO STANDARD OR GUIDELINE EXISTS
G - GUIDANCE VALUES
NO - NOT DETECTABLE
(a) SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL; NOVEMBER 1991
(b) 6 NYCRR PARTS 701 - 703 WATER QUALITY REGULATIONS FOR SURFACE WATER & GROUNDWATER; SEPTEMBER 1991
(C) NYS DRINKING WATER MCLs; STATE SANITARY CODE. PART 5. DATED JANUARY 1991
(d) SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL GOALS
(e) EPA DRINKING WATER HEALTH ADVISORIES, SUPERFUND PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION MANUAL. 1986

CORRESPOND TO MIDPOINT OF RISK RANGE FOR POTENTIAL CARCINOGENS ONLY)
(g) CORRESPONDS TO AN INCREASED LIFETIME CANCER RISK OF IE-6. CALCULATED FROM SLOPE FACTORS PUBLISHED IN THE HEALTH EFFECTS ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

TABLES (1991) AS FOLLOWS: REFERENCE CONCENTRATION - |lE-6 X 70 KG|/[SLOPE FACTOR IN (MG/KG/DAY) X 2L/DAY)
(h) TOTAL ORGANIC CHEMICALS CANNOT EXCEED 100 UG/L.
(I) PROPOSED FOR REVISION
(I) APPLIES TO EACH ISOMER INDIVIDUALLY
(k) SECONDARY MCL
(0 NO HUMAN HEALTH STANDARDS. THIS STANDARD IS FOR PROTECTION OF AQUATIC LIFE.

,sj (m) TWO OPTIONS PROPOSED BY EPA RESULTING IN DIFFERENT STANDARDS.
,L (n) IF IRON & MANGANESE ARE PRESENT. THE TOTAL CONCENTRATION OF BOTH SHOULD NOT EXCEED 500 MG/L
W (q) FORMULA TO DETERMINE STANDARD EXP(0.76|ln (PPM HARDNESS)]* 1.06

PG3OF3
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SECTION 3.0

FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

3.1 SITE RESPONSE OBJECTIVES

The purpose of remedial response is to practically achieve cleanup levels

consistent with the most stringent site-specific ARARs. Site response

objectives are site-specific, initial cleanup objectives that are established

based on the nature and extent of contamination, the resources that are

currently and potentially threatened, the potential for human and
environmental exposures, and the possible future uses of the site. Based upon
an initial analysis, remediation objectives for the Pasley site are listed in

order of priority for each media:

A. Groundwater

Prevent human contact with groundwater that is contaminated
above that found in background conditions, or above the ARARs to
be set by EPA for this site.

Prevent or inhibit to the extent possible, migration of
contaminants from the shallow aquifer to the deep aquifer

Prevent or inhibit to the extent possible migration of
contaminated groundwater beyond the plume area currently defined

B. Soil

Prevent or limit migration of contamination to groundwater

Information from the Risk Assessment (ICF Technology, Inc., 1991) was

used as the basis for clean-up levels. Table 2-2 identifies the clean-up
levels for the groundwater.

3.1.1 Estimate of Areas of Contamination and Volume of Contaminated Media

The estimate of the volume of contaminated groundwater was based on

Figure 4-5 of the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report (Metcalf & Eddy (M&E),

1991).

3-1
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The areal extent of the horizontal contamination is approximated by an ellipse
2

with an area of 130,062 ft . The depth of contamination was assumed to extend

to 60 feet. Since the groundwater table is at 20 ft., the volume of soil

which contains contaminated groundwater is 5,202,480 ft . Using a porosity of

0.30 for the soil as calculated in the RI (M&E, 1991) the volume of

contaminated groundwater is 11.7 million gallons.

The estimate of the volume of contaminated soil is based on the property

boundaries and dimensions noted on the site survey which is in the RI (M&E,

1991). The estimate is also based on the results of the analyses of the

soil. These results reveal that only the upper 2 feet of soil in the eastern

portion of the site are contaminated and deeper contamination exists in the

western portion of the site to a depth of 24 feet. For estimating purposes it
has been assumed that contamination extends to a depth of 20 feet (the

groundwater surface). The site is 83 feet wide and 210 feet long. Therefore,

the total volume of soil which is contaminated is 12,910 yd . Contaminated
soil and groundwater calculations are presented in Appendix A.

3.2 GENERAL RESPONSE ACTIONS

General remedial response actions are developed to meet the site response

objectives. These actions are listed below:

No Action

Institutional Controls

Groundwater Containment/Diversion

Groundwater Pumping/Treatment/Disposal

Soil (Source) Containment

Soil (Source) Excavation/Treatment

Alternative Drinking Water Supply

No-action is evaluated only as a baseline against which response actions _
can be measured. ^

o6
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expected to require a significant amount of time, and is expensive compared to
off-site incineration for this quantity of soil. Permitting addresses a
number of issues including air emission levels and residual concentrations of

metals in incinerated soil. Disposal/treatment options for incinerated soil
on-site will have to be proposed based on characteristics after incineration.

With on-site incineration, the risks and costs associated with

transportation of hazardous materials to an off-site incinerator have been
reduced. However, this process is very area intensive due to the space needed

for a staging area, incineration equipment, treated soils staging area and the

construction traffic during operation.

This technology is screened from further consideration.

3.3.2.7 Soil Washing

Organic and inorganic contaminants can be removed from contaminated soils
by a process known as "soil washing". Soil washing involves excavation of the
contaminated soil and washing the soil in above-ground treatment units with

water and/or various aqueous solutions to effect extraction of the

contaminants.

Chelating agents can be used to remove metals from contaminated soils. A

chelating agent commonly used in the soil washing process is ethylene diamine

tetraacetic acid (EDTA). EDTA binds metal ions so that insoluble metal salts

cannot form. After a reaction period to allow metals to desorb from the soils
to the liquid phase, the soil-EDTA slurry is dewatered, and the decontaminated

soil is placed back on-site or disposed of. The wastewater resulting from

dewatering requires treatment to remove the metals extracted from the soil.

Treatment of the wastewater typically includes metals precipitation from the

liquid phase.

Soil washing using acid extraction can also be used for the removal of

metals from contaminated soil. Acid is used to lower the pH of a soil slurry

to extract metals from the soil matrix. The slurry is then settled and the

supernatant is removed. The process can be repeated until the soil is

3-21
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As required by the NCP, at least one remedial alternative will be
developed as part of the feasibility study in each of the following

categories:
Each alternative must meet the threshold requirements, compliance
with ARARs, and overall protection of human health and the
environment in order to be eligible for selection, unless a specific
ARAR is waived.

As appropriate, alternatives that exceed applicable or relevant and
appropriate public health or environmental standards.

As appropriate, alternatives that do not attain applicable or
relevant and appropriate health or environmental standards but will
reduce the likelihood of present or future threat from the hazardous
substances must include an alternative that closely approaches the
level of protection provided by the applicable or relevant standards
and meets CERCLA's objective of adequately protecting public health,
welfare, and environment.

A no-action alternative.
The no-action alternative is evaluated only as a baseline against which

other alternatives can be measured. Based upon the technologies retained for

inclusion into feasible alternatives, remedial alternatives applicable to
specific contaminated media at the Pasley site are presented in Tables 3-2 and

3-3 for groundwater and soils, respectively.

c
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TABLE 4-1. CRITERIA FOR INITIAL SCREENING
OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Implementability

Alternatives that are readily available and relatively easy to
implement.

Alternatives achieving the stated response objectives in a timely
manner.

Alternatives that rely on proven technologies.

Effectiveness

Degree to which an alternative reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume
through treatment.

Minimizes residual risk and offers long term protection.

Alternatives posing the least adverse impacts to the community,
worker and the environment during implementation.

Alternatives providing the largest reduction in risks for the
greatest duration.

Cost

Capital cost, including both direct and indirect costs.

Annual operation and maintenance costs.

Net present value of capital and O&M cost.

4 - 2
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TABLE 5-1. ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS TO THE
DETAILED EVALUATION OF PASLEY SITE
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

a) The no action alternative forms the baseline for evaluating all other
alternatives and is considered to be the Pasley site as it currently
exists. Post closure groundwater monitoring and maintenance is required
component of the no action and all other alternatives.

b) Groundwater at the Pasley site will be cleaned up to Federal and State
MCLs, as outlined in Table 2-2.

c) Groundwater contamination from the Pasley site is assumed not to exceed
60-feet below the ground surface.

c
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1. Federal OSHA and State worker health and safety standards and
guidance must be strictly adhered to during all phases of
remediation. This includes worker training and implementation of an
adequate health and safety program (40 CFR 300.38).

2. Proper closure and post-closure care must be implemented including:
decontamination of all treatment or disposal equipment used or
exposed during remediation; written post-closure plan and specified
monitoring, maintenance, inspections, and corrective responses for a
minimum of 30 years, unless otherwise specified by NYSDEC; and
restoring the site area to as natural condition possible by the
alternative (40 CFR Part 264 Subpart G and 6 NYCRR Part 360).

3. The alternatives proposing treatment of contaminated soils must meet
the substantive requirements of RCRA (40 CFR Part 264).

4. Implementation of security, inspections, operation and maintenance,
preparedness and prevention, contingency plans and emergency
procedures (40 CFR 264 Subparts A through D and 6 NYCRR Part 370).

5. A survey plat must be filed with the local zoning authority and the
Nassau County Clerk indicating the locations and dimensions of
hazardous waste disposal units on-site. Further, a notation in the
deed for the Pasley site parcel must be inserted recording that the
land was used to manage hazardous wastes (6 NYCRR Section 373-2.7).

6. The remedial actions will be conducted in compliance with the New
York Environmental Conservation Laws.

7. The New York Uniform Procedures Act, which applies to Pasley site
remedial action permitting, provides standardized procedures for
permit submittal and NYSDEC review.

c
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5.3.4.3 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume

The extraction wells would control the mobility of the contaminants. The

metals treatment will reduce the toxicity and volume of metals in the
groundwater. Increase volume of sludge will be generated from the metals

removal and GAG system. These sludges will be transported off-site for
disposal. The emissions from the air stripping system will be treated by the
fume incinerator and the scrubber, thus reducing the toxicity of air emitted

to the environment.

5.3.4.4 Implementability

These types of water treatment facilities are commonly used at many

treatment plants and other chemical processing plants and implementation of
such a system at the Pasley site should not present any difficulty.

The treatment system will require construction of a process support
pad. This support pad will require adequate structural support and road

access for the treatment equipment as well as utility hook-ups such as

telephone, electricity, water and sewer. Design and construction of this

support area will be planned in conjunction with any other remediation

activities at the site such as excavation.

There is sufficient area on-site to accommodate each of the technologies
included in this alternative. However, the tight constraints of the working

area available for construction activities may lengthen the time of
installation of the system since additional care and precaution will be
necessary during the operation of heavy equipment.

The influent (contaminated groundwater) to the proposed treatment

facility is a listed hazardous waste under NYSDEC hazardous waste management

regulations (6 NYCRR Part 371). Construction and operation of the treatment

facility must be in compliance with NY facility standard for hazardous waste

treatment, storage or disposal facilities 6 NYCRR Section 373-2).

o
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Sludges generated during the chemical precipitation step of treatment and
spent carbon generated by carbon absorption may contain sufficient quantities

of metals and organics respectively to characterize the waste as hazardous. A
fully-permitted RCRA disposal facility that will accept the metal-containing

sludge from the Pasley site has not been identified as part of this study;
however, commercial RCRA landfills commonly accept wastewater sludges for
disposal and it is not anticipated that this issue will significantly impact
the implementation of a treatment alternative.

Residues (i.e., spent carbon or sludge) generated during the treatment
process will be temporarily stored on-site while awaiting off-site transport
and disposal. Residues will not be stored for more than 90 days. The wastes

must be stored in compliance with interim status standards for storage tanks
(40 CFR Part 265 Subpart I and 6 NYCRR Sections 373-3.9, 373-3.10).

RCRA regulates the off-site transport of hazardous wastes through the
adoption of certain DOT regulations. RCRA hazardous waste transport

regulations are specified under 40 CFR Part 263 and 6 NYCRR Part 372 and
encompass transporter identification numbers, manifests, recordkeeping and
hazardous waste discharges during transport. The off-site transport of
hazardous residues from the Pasley waste site will be in DOT-approved
transport containers by a commercial hauler having an EPA transporter
identification number. In this manner, the off-site transporter will be
performed in compliance with applicable requirements.

In accordance with the NCP, off-site disposal of hazardous wastes removed
from hazardous waste sites must be to facilities that are fully permitted
under appropriate Federal and State regulations. Hazardous residues
transported off the Pasley site must be disposed of in such a facility.

Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the Federal government has
authority to regulate wastewater discharges through the NPDES program (40 CFR
Part 415, Subpart F) . The State of New York is authorized to administer the
NPDES program at the State level. The discharge of treated process effluent
will require a SPDES permit issued by NYSDEC. The State approval process for
the permit application is expected to take approximately 6 to 12 months.

l-i
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